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ABSTRACT
Levels of individualism and collectivism among samples of Asian, Latino, and African 
American and White college students were assessed using three methods. Small differences in 
groups’ modal orientations were related to individuals’ experiences o f self-efficacy. Group levels of 
individualism and collectivism were related to mean levels of generalized self-efficacy (GSE), to the 
variability o f individuals’ self-efficacy expectations for life domain goals, to the relative predictive 
power of social and non-social sources of efficacy information, and to individuals’ perceptions of 
within-group similarity o f values.
The primary differences between groups’ modal cultural orientations involved variations in 
levels o f vertical collectivism and horizontal individualism (HI) as measured by the 32-item 
ENDCOL. Groups also differed in their mean endorsements of conformitv. tradition, and 
universalism motivational domain values from the Schwartz Values Survey. HI was the strongest 
predictor of generalized self-efficacy (GSE) for all groups, and support was obtained for hypotheses 
that GSE would contribute more to individualists’ domain self-efficacy judgments and that social 
sources of information would contribute more to collectivists’. Self-efficacy judgments for life 
domain goals were more variable among more collectivist groups, and collectivism was related to 
perceptions o f greater within-group value similarity and collective action.
The findings presented call into question assumptions about the universal nature of self- 
efficacy appraisal and suggest some of the potential consequences o f different cultural value 
orientations for the experience o f personal agency. Discussion centers on within-group patterns o f 
individualist and collectivist value orientations, implications for measuring individualism and 
collectivism among ethnocultural groups in the U.S., considerations relevant to the measurement o f 
collective efficacy, and the consequences o f individualism and collectivism for the development and 
experience of personal agency.
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1INTRODUCTION
More than twenty years after Bandura’s (1977) inaugural writings on self-efficacy, the 
construct stands as one of the cornerstones o f contemporary psychology. The influence o f the self- 
efficacy mechanism and other forms o f self-referent thought on human psychological ftmctiomng has 
been widely demonstrated (Bandura, 1982), and few other constructs appear to account for so varied a 
range o f phenomena. A search of the American Psychological Association's PsycINFO Database, 
which indexes literature in psychology and related disciplines, indicates that more than 2200 journal 
articles that pertain to self-efficacy have been published during the past two decades. In the past 
decade, nearly 300 book chapters concerning the construct have emerged. The recent appearance of 
edited volumes that center on self-efficacy and related self-constructs (e.g., Bandura, 1995b; Kerais, 
1995; Maddux, 1995; Schwarzer, 1992) further illustrates the continued influence of social cognitive 
theory on thinking in the behavioral and social sciences.
The Self-efficacy Construct
Perceived Self-efficacy
Perceived self-efficacv is a cognitive mechanism that pertains to an individual's judgments 
about how well he or she can organize and execute courses of action required to deal with prospective 
situations that may involve ambiguous, unpredictable, and stressful elements, (Bandura, 1982;
Bandura & Schunk, 1981). Perceived self-efficacy influences behavior at multiple levels; 
expectations of personal mastery in anticipated situations can influence choice of activities and 
settings, behavioral initiation, and persistence in the face of obstacles (Bandura, 1977). An 
individual's direct masterv experiences are especially influential sources of self-efficacy for particular 
situations, but vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal may also affect one's 
expectations of mastery (Bandura, 1977).
Self-efficacy was initially presented as the foundation of a theoretical ft-amework intended to 
explain and predict changes in individual psychological functioning that occurred in response to 
different therapeutic treatments (Bandura, 1977). Social cognitive theory has subsequently been
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
applied to diverse realms of psychological functioning, including motivational change, depression and 
stress reactions, psychosocial functioning, cognitive skill development, achievement strivings and 
accomplishments, athletic performance, and career choice and pursuits (Bandura, 1986). In 1996 
alone, articles appeared that concern relations between self-efficacy and career development, training, 
and counseling (Brown & Lent, 1996; Hackett & Byars, 1996; Luzzo, Funk, & Strang, 1996; O'Brien, 
1996; Ryan, Solberg, & Brown, 1996), health behaviors (vanRyn, Lytle, & Kirscht, 1996), smoking 
cessation (Dijkstra, DeVries, & Bakker, 1996), alcohol and drug use and abuse (Avants, Margolin, Sc 
Kosten, 1996), barriers to condom use (Seal & Palmer-Seal, 1996), HTV prevention (Steers, Elliot, 
Nemiro, Ditman, & Oskamp, 1996), dating violence (Rosen & Bezold, 1996), exercise and fitness 
(Fontane, 1996; Rodgers & Brawley, 1996; Wilcox & Storandt, 1996), athletic performance 
(Treasure, Monson, & Lox, 1996), coping with chronic pain (Lackner, Carosella, & Feuerstein,
1996), caregiver coping (Gignac & Gottlieb, 1996), education and academic achievement (Chester & 
Beaudin, 1996; Fouad & Smith, 1996; Minke, Bear, Deemer, & Griffin, 1996; Pajares & Johnson, 
1996; Wong, Butler, Ficzere, & Kuperis, 1996), scholarly productivity (Brown, Lent, Ryan, & 
McPartland, 1996), leadership (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996), performance related to personal goals 
(Button, Mathieu, & Aiken, 1996), children's peer relations (Toner & Munro, 1996), children's 
emotion regulation (Lopez & Little, 1996), motor skill development (Ferrari, 1996), and depression 
among maltreated children (Toth & Cicchetti, 1996).
Self-efficacy Across Cultures
A limited amount o f research that explicitly concerns cultural patterns o f self-efficacy has 
been conducted to date. However, the extant cross-cultural literature does suggest some ways in 
which cultural contexts may influence the development and experience o f self-efficacy. 
Individualism-Collectivism constructs have been the focus of much research in cross-cultural 
psychology (Triandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990) and represent broad dimensions o f variation that may 
affect individuals' experiences o f agency and self. Patterns o f individualism and collectivism have 
been shown to be related to the nature o f attributions individuals make about themselves and others
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Miller, 1984; Morris & Peng, 1994; Shweder & Bourne, 1984; Triandis 
etal., 1990), the degree to which individual behavior is influenced by interpersonal versus 
intrapersonal processes and concerns (Kashima, Siegel, Tanaka, & Kashima, 1992; Suh, Diener, 
Oishi, & Triandis, 1998; Triandis, 1995), and the extent to which different values are perceived as 
important by members of various cultural groups (Feather, 1975; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1990, 
1992, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). These factors are relevant to 
considerations of cultural variations in self-referent thought in general and of specific forms of self­
referent thought.
Conceptualizing “Culture”
The vague and undifferentiated nature of the term, “culture,” has been described as the major 
conceptual obstacle in the search for a model in cross-cultural psychology (Georgas & Berry, 1995). 
Many researchers do agree about the importance of some characteristics of culture: culture emerges 
in adaptive interactions, it consists of shared elements, and it is transmitted across time periods and 
generations (Triandis, 1994a). Clearly though, an important task for researchers who wish to study 
culture is the operationalization of the term, or at least of the particular aspects of culture to be 
studied.
Dimensions o f Cultural Variation
Several schemes or taxonomies of important cultural elements have been offered in the past 
two decades. For example, the ecosocial taxonomy presented by Georgas & Berry (1995) includes 
indicators of ecology, education, economy, mass communications, population, and religion. Others 
(e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Fiske, 1991) have focused more exclusively upon subjective elements o f 
culture (Triandis, 1994a), such as cultural members’ shared beliefs, attitudes, norms, roles, and 
values.
A cultural svndrome is a  pattern o f subjective cultural elements that are organized around 
some identifiable theme in a society (Triandis, 1994a, 1995). Hofstede's (1980) research on national 
culture identified four such themes: individualism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, and
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
masculinity. Power distance refers to degree of status equality, uncertainty avoidance to tolerance for 
ambiguity, and masculinity, in part, to gender role segregation.
In the mid-1980s, Fiske proposed four elementary models that people use to guide social 
interactions: Communal Sharing, Authority Ranking, Equality Matching, and Market Pricing. The 
Communal Sharing model involves relationships of equivalence wherein people have a sense of 
unity, belonging, and identification with the collective. Authority Ranking refers to relationships that 
are hierarchically structured; social status dictates that those o f lower status defer to and obey those of 
higher status who, in turn, provide protection and support. The Equality Matching model involves 
egalitarian relationships, but differs from Communal Sharing in that people identify less with a 
collective and focus more on the individual. The Market Pricing model entails relationships that are 
guided by a market system of exchange, and actions, services, and products are valued according to 
the rates at which they can be exchanged for other goods and services (Fiske, 1991).
Another set of dimensions of cultural variation has been the focus of work by Triandis and 
his colleagues. The dimension of cultural complexitv-simplicitv refers to how elaborated or 
differentiated are the various domains of the culture, such as the social structures, language(s), 
technology, economics, politics, religious patterns, and educational systems (Triandis, 1989).
Complex cultures tend to be more affluent than simple ones; they also tend to be "looser." The 
dimension of tightness-looseness refers, in part, to the level o f agreement that exists with regard to 
cultural values, role definitions, and norms, and the extent to which deviations from these standards 
are tolerated (Triandis, 1995). According to Triandis (1994b), the most important theme or syndrome 
that differentiates cultures is individualism-collectivism.
Individualism and Collectivism
Individualism is "a social pattern that consists of loosely linked individuals who view 
themselves as independent o f collectives; are primarily motivated by their own preferences, needs, 
rights, and the contracts they have established with others; give priority to their personal goals over 
the goals o f others; and emphasize rational analyses o f the advantages and disadvantages to
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associating with others." Collectivism is "a social pattern consisting of closely linked individuals 
who see themselves as parts o f one or more collectives (family, co-workers, tribe, nation); are 
primarily motivated by the norms of, and duties imposed by, those collectives; are willing to give 
priority to the goals o f these collectives over their own personal goals; and emphasize their 
connectedness to members of these collectives," (Triandis, 1995, p. 2).
Some antecedents of societies' levels of individualism include affluence, exposure to mass 
media, and social and geographical mobility (Triandis et al., 1990). The degree to which a given 
culture can be characterized as individualist or collectivist is also related to other cultural syndromes. 
Maximal levels o f individualism are predicted for complex, loose cultures, whereas collectivism is 
predicted by cultural simplicity and tightness (Triandis, 1995). Though much variation can exist 
along these dimensions within cultures, classic examples of collectivist societies include many Asian, 
Latin American, Indian, African, and Arab groups. North American and Northern and Western 
European cultures tend to be more individualist, and the U.S. has been described as the most 
individualist culture (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1989, 1995).
Interpersonal and intrapersonal consequences o f individualism and collectivism. The 
consequences of individualism and collectivism for individual experience are many and have been 
described in detail by Triandis (1995). For example, levels o f individualism and collectivism have 
been shown to be related to person perception and attribution processes, identity and emotional 
experience, cognitive tendencies, motive structure, norms, and social behavior (Triandis, 1995).
The basic units o f perception in individualist societies are individuals, and identity is based 
on personal experiences more than on relationships (Triandis, 1995). Emotions tend to be self­
focused, and cognitions and motives focus on the individual's needs and rights (Markus & Kitayama, 
1991). It follows that individual behavior tends to reflect personal values more than social norms 
(Suh, Diener, Oishi, & Triandis, 1998; Triandis et al., 1990). Links between attitudes and behavior 
are stronger within individualist systems (Kashima et al., 1992), and personality is an important 
determinant o f social behavior. Individualists are socialized for self-reliance and independence
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6(Triandis, 1995; Triandis et al., 1990) and demonstrate a greater tendency than collectivists to 
attribute events to internal, individual causes (Morris & Peng, 1994).
Among cultures with collectivist orientations, groups are the basic units of social perception, 
and personal identity is defined by relationships (Triandis, 1995). Emotions tend to be other-focused, 
cognitions focus on needs of the ingroup, and motives reflect a social orientation (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991). Accordingly, behavior is guided more by ingroup norms than by individual 
emotions or values (Triandis et al., 1990; Suh et al., 1998). Weaker links exist between attitudes and 
behavior in collectivist systems; there is less concern for cognitive consistency, and social behavior is 
heavily determined by situational factors (Kashima et al., 1992; Triandis, 1995). Accordingly, 
collectivists tend to attribute events to external rather than to internal, individual causes (Morris & 
Peng, 1994). A collectivist orientation involves a focus on values such as interdependence and family 
integrity, intimacy and social support, and hierarchy and harmony within the ingroup (Triandis et al., 
1990; Triandis, 1995). Important goals of socialization are obedience and duty, and the importance of 
sacrifice for the ingroup is stressed. Collectivists tend to view the ingroup as more homogeneous than 
do individualists, and they make stronger distinctions between ingroup and outgroup (Triandis et al., 
1990).
Vertical and horizontal variants o f individualism and collectivism. Societies also differ in the 
extent to which individuals emphasize their differences from ingroup members; in horizontal cultures, 
the focus is on sameness, and in vertical cultures, individuals are oriented more toward differences. 
Horizontal societies value equality of status across individuals, whereas vertical cultures tend to be 
more accepting of status gradations and hierarchy (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). For societies that 
manifest very similar levels of individualism or collectivism, exploring cultural levels of 
horizontalism and verticalism may be especially useful for identifying subtler differences in group 
values and beliefs.
The four combinations of horizontal/vertical and individualism/collectivism result in a 
scheme of social behavior that maps well onto Fiske's (1991) elementary models o f social
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relationships. Within cultures oriented toward groups, horizontal collectivism, much like Fiske's 
Communal Sharing model, refers to social cohesion and cooperation among ingroup members. 
Vertical collectivism, like Fiske's Authority Ranking model, involves an emphasis on duty and 
personal sacrifice for the benefit of the ingroup. Horizontal individualism entails an orientation 
toward individual uniqueness, much like Fiske's Equality Matching. Vertical individualism, similar 
to Fiske's Market Pricing, pertains to a focus on individual achievement, (Triandis, 1995).
Idiocentrism and Allocentrism
The terms individualism and collectivism are used to characterize cultures and societies 
rather than individuals. The corresponding terms idiocentric and allocentric describe individuals 
within a culture (Triandis, Leung, Villareal, & Clack, 1985). Whether individuals are more 
idiocentric or allocentric refers to the nature of their personal norms and values, beliefs and attitudes, 
and self-definitions (Triandis, 1994c). Though both types of persons exist in individualist as well as 
collectivist societies, cultures are considered to be individualist when members' predominant 
tendencies are idiocentric and collectivist when the modal profile is allocentric (Triandis et al., 1985).
The distinction between idiocentric and allocentric orientations is similar to one that has been 
the focus o f research by Markus and Kitayama (1991), who contrast independent and interdependent 
views o f the self. Independent self-construals are consistent with cultural goals of independence and 
involve a view of the self as autonomous. In contrast, interdependent self-construals emphasize 
connectedness and relationships between self and others.
In the U.S., three separate themes that are associated with allocentrism have been identified: 
extension o f  the self to the ingroup, subordination of personal goals to ingroup goals, and the ingroup 
as a source of identity (Triandis et al., 1985). Triandis and his colleagues (1985) also found that 
different sets o f values were associated with idiocentrism and allocentrism. Idiocentrics in their study 
tended to emphasize hedonistic values, such as pleasure, competition, social recognition, and comfort, 
while values such as cooperation, equality, and honesty were associated more with allocentrism.
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8Allocentrism was also associated with perceptions of greater social support; idiocentrism was linked 
to greater levels o f  alienation and loneliness and with self-descriptions that emphasized achievement. 
Domains o f Life Experience
The trend toward situating individual functioning in context has been gaining popularity since 
the 1970s and entails an analysis of what one does in certain situations rather than the traits one 
possesses (Mischel, 1990). Approaches to studying individual functioning and personality that 
emphasize cognition and self-agency as contexts for behavior are consistent with social cognitive 
theory (Cantor & Zirkel, 1990). In recent years, a number of self-constructs that reflect an emphasis 
on personal goals or the activities from which individuals derive meaning have emerged. They 
include concepts such as personal strivings (Emmons, 1986) and personal projects (Little, 1983; 
Omodei & Wearing, 1990). These constructs represent an integration o f motivational and cognitive 
approaches to personality and speak to a growing concern with understanding the ways in which 
cognition mediates the influences of sociocultural contexts on human action (Cantor & Zirkel, 1990). 
Concepts that tap in to individuals' perceptions about particular domains of their lives are especially 
valuable tools for understanding intra-cultural and cross-cultural variations in self-constructs, since 
they may reflect the influence of sociocultural factors on individual experience.
Life domains are aspects of individuals' lives around which purposive behavior is organized; 
the content of life domains may reflect cultural as well as individual values. No single scheme of life 
domains is universally agreed upon by social scientists as comprehensive; many conceivable ways of 
dividing the pie of human experience exist. For example, Spranger (1928) proposed six major 
domains of experience: social, political, religious, aesthetic, economic, and truth. Wadsworth and 
Ford (1983) identified six specific life domains that may be significant for personal goals: 
work/school, family life, social life, leisure, personal growth and maintenance, and 
material/environmental. Blais, Valler, Briere, Gagnon, and Pelletier (1990) identified nine domains 
that appeared to be the most important to college students: education, friends, biological needs, 
leisure, family, health, couple, esthetics, and physical activities.
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Markus and Kitayama (1991) have described some of the potential consequences of 
independent and interdependent self-construals on motivational processes that implicate the self. 
Their discussion suggests some specific ways that social patterns of individualism and collectivism 
might relate to the cultural value or importance ascribed to competence in various life domains. They 
predict that people with interdependent selves should more often express and experience motives that 
have the other as referent, suggesting that collectivists will place more value on life domains that can 
be characterized as social. Similarly, Triandis (1994a) has suggested that collectivists will especially 
value goals that are relevant to social roles.
Domains o f Human Values
It has been suggested that individuals’ value priorities may be linked to the ways in which 
they gain and maintain psychological well-being (Oishi, Schimmack, Diener, & Suh, in press). To 
date, one of the most systematic and extensive attempts to classify and categorize the facets of human 
experience is represented by the work of Rokeach (1973) and by cross-cultural research based on the 
Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1973; see also Feather, 1975; Schwartz, 1990, 1992, 1994;
Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). Human values are desirable goals that 
serve as guiding principles in people's lives and that may vary in importance (Rokeach, 1973; 
Schwartz, 1992). Rokeach developed a set of values that respondents rate or rank-order, based on the 
degree to which each value is personally important. Half o f the values refer to desirable modes of 
conduct, half concern desirable end-states, and the set was intended to be universally applicable 
(Rokeach, 1973). Examples o f end-state values include A Comfortable Life. A Sense of 
Accomplishment Familv Security. Pleasure, and Self-Respect: examples o f values that represent 
desirable modes o f conduct include Ambitious. Forgiving. Helpful. Independent, and Obedient.
Studies based on samples from 40 nations have provided evidence for ten motivational 
domains o f values (Schwartz, 1992, 1994; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). Descriptions o f the ten 
motivational domains identified by Schwartz (1992,1994) are as follows: power, social status and 
prestige, control or dominance over people and resources; achievement personal success through
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demonstrating competence according to social standards; hedonism, pleasure and sensuous 
gratification for oneself; stimulation, excitement, novelty, and challenge in life; self-direction. 
independent thought and action- choosing, creating, exploring; universalism. understanding, 
appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature; benevolence. 
preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal 
contact; tradition, respect for, commitment to, and acceptance o f  the customs and ideas that traditional 
culture or religion impose on the self; conformitv. restraint o f actions, inclinations, and impulses 
likely to upset or harm others and to violate social expectations or norms; and security, safety, 
harmony, and stability of society, of relationships, and of self (Schwartz, 1994).
The domains are organized according to whether they serve individualist or collective 
interests. Domains that serve individualist interests are self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, and 
achievement. Securitv. restrictive conformitv. tradition, and benevolence domains serve collective 
interests. Despite the wide variation in individualism across samples in past research, support has 
been obtained for this distinction across groups. Schwartz has also distinguished between goals of the 
ingroup collective and goals of the universal collective. For example, values such as Social Justice. 
Equalitv for All, and Preserving the Natural Environment reflect universal collective goals (Schwartz, 
1990). Accordingly, two of the motivational domains, universalism and power, reflect emphases on 
equality and inequality, respectively (Schwartz, 1992, 1994).
According to Schwartz (1990), the distinction between motivational domains that serve 
individualist and collectivist interests is an improvement upon individualism-collectivism and 
idiocentrism-allocentrism dichotomies. Indeed, just as examination o f horizontal and vertical 
subtypes may improve understanding of subtle differences between groups that exhibit similar levels 
o f overall individualism and collectivism, so too might examination o f the distinct individualist and 
collectivist motivational domains proposed by Schwartz.
Finer distinctions can be made among individual values for groups or individuals that exhibit 
similar overall levels within particular motivational domains, as well. Triandis and his colleagues
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(1990) asked university students from the People's Republic o f China (PRC) and the U.S. to rate the 
Schwartz values according to the extent to which the values constituted "a guiding principle in my 
life." As expected, differences were observed between the responses of the U.S. and PRC samples 
and between the responses o f idiocentric and allocentric U.S. students, indicating that differences 
exist in the degree to which these values are endorsed both across and within cultural groups. For 
example, allocentrics' importance ratings were higher for collectivist values such as Sense of 
Belonging. Familv Securitv. True Friendship. Loval. Humble. Honoring Parents and Elders. 
Accepting Mv Position In Life, and Preserving Public Image. Idiocentrics’ importance ratings were 
higher for individualist values, including Equalitv. Detachment. Social Justice. Independent. Daring. 
and Choosing Own Goals.
Individualism-Collectivism and Self-efficacy
Individuals from both individualist and collectivist societies form personal goals; therefore, a 
strong sense of personal efficacy should be advantageous in both types of societies. The beneficial 
effects of a strong sense of personal self-efficacy should be universal, because they are linked to 
psychological mechanisms that are common to human agency in general (Gettingen, 1995). Bandura
(1996) similarly argued that the advantages of high personal self-efficacy will not be confined to 
members o f individualist societies, and that self-efficacy is an important determinant of group 
functioning as well as o f individual functioning.
Cultural Influences on Personal Goals and the Experience o f Agency
Though self-efficacy may have similar consequences for goal attainment across cultural 
contexts, the nature of people's self-construals may have implications for the content of their personal 
goals. Individualism-collectivism research suggests that the type of personal goals individuals 
identify as important will vary in the degree to which they promote the welfare of the group versus 
the individual (Gettingen, 1995). Conflicts between personal goals and ingroup goals may also be 
resolved differently in individualist and collectivist systems. When conflict does exist, collectivists 
subordinate personal goals to ingroup goals, but individual goals have primacy over ingroup goals in
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individualist cultures (Triandis et al., 1990). Further, because of the differential emphasis in 
collectivist and individualist cultures on interdependence versus self-reliance and self-direction, it is 
also likely that personal goals will be more compatible with group goals in collectivist systems.
The way that agency is experienced may also differ across sociocultural contexts. Markus 
and Kitayama (1991) suggest that those with independent selves will experience agency as "an effort 
to express one's internal needs, rights, and capacities and to withstand undue social pressure." In 
contrast, those with interdependent selves will experience agency as "an effort to be receptive to 
others, to adjust to their needs and demands, and to restrain one's own inner needs or desires," (p.
240). This suggests that the process of self-efficacy appraisal may differ for members of individualist 
and collectivist groups, and that equivalence o f  meaning for different groups' self-efficacy judgments 
should not be assumed.
Cross-Cultural Similarities in the Structure and Functions o f Self-efficacy
Recent research (Earley, 1993; Schwarzer, Babler, Kwiatek, Schroder, & Zhang, 1997; 
Tafarodi & Swann, 1996) has addressed cross-cultural similarities in the functional value of efficacy 
beliefs and in the validity of the efficacy construct across cultures. Schwarzer and his colleagues
(1997), who conducted a study with samples from Germany, Costa Rica, and Hong Kong, have 
obtained evidence for the construct’s cross-cultural validity. These authors reported similar patterns 
of correlations of self-efficacy with optimism and depression across groups. Tafarodi and Swann 
(1996) obtained evidence for similarity in the structure o f self-concept across cultural groups. They 
administered a questionnaire designed to tap global dimensions of global self-concept to samples 
fi-om the U.S. and China. Two factors emerged for both samples. Self-liking was defined by items 
that corresponded to a generalized sense o f social worth, while self-competence was defined by items 
concerning a generalized sense o f efficacy.
Earley (1993) obtained evidence that self-efficacy functions similarly across cultures to 
influence performance. Earley conducted a study of organizational productivity with Israeli, Chinese, 
and American managers. Results fi"om this research indicate that efficacy beliefs are important
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determinants of functioning regardless of culture or work context, though organizational contexts and 
individuals' cultural orientations interacted to influence workers' efficacy beliefs and performance of 
managerial tasks. Collectivists felt most efficacious and performed better when working with 
ingroups than when working with outgroups or alone, while individualists' efficacy expectations and 
performance attainments were highest when working alone. However, efficacy expectations and 
anticipated outcomes accounted for most of the variance in effort across cultural groups. This finding 
held under conditions of working alone, with an outgroup, and with an ingroup. These results 
substantiate claims that self-efficacy should similarly contribute to performance and productivity 
across cultural groups and contexts, but they also indicate that the contextual determinants of efficacy 
expectations may vary across individualist and collectivist systems.
These few studies raise important questions regarding the cultural-general and culture- 
specific aspects of self-efficacy. They corroborate claims that expectations of personal efficacy are 
important determinants of individual experience and functioning for collectivists as well as for 
individualists, though the nature of efficacy appraisals may differ and the specific content of goals 
and values may vary across groups.
Cultural Variations in Levels and Sources o f Self-efficacy
Simultaneously, evidence regarding cultural variations in efficacy beliefs is emerging. Work 
by Gettingen (1995) suggests that the ways in which self-efficacy beliefs originate and the degree to 
which various sources o f information operate to influence efficacy expectations may vary across 
cultural contexts. Gettingen compared the self-efficacy beliefs of children in East and West Berlin, 
Moscow, and Los Angeles schools and concluded that students' self-efficacy beliefs were related to 
variations in cultural values and practices that correspond to Hofstede's (1980) dimensions o f cultural 
differences. For example, differences were observed across samples in the relative weighting of 
various sources o f efficacy information, and these differences were related to cultural levels of 
individualism and collectivism. The highest conformity between teacher appraisals and children's
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self-efficacy beliefs were observed for the more collectivist East Berlin sample, suggesting the greater 
relative influence of evaluation by ingroup members as a source of self-efficacy.
Evidence for group differences in levels of self-efficacy was obtained in Oettingen's (1995) 
study, as well. The lowest levels of self-efficacy were observed in the East Berlin sample, where 
educational practices emphasized evaluation by a class collective, a large power differential between 
teacher and students, group-oriented and standardized teaching strategies, and high achievement 
striving. In contrast, self-efficacy levels were highest in the Los Angeles sample. The Los Angeles 
education system reflected greater emphasis on independent performance and the privacy of the 
individual, a smaller power differential, and more individualized and flexible teaching strategies.
Similarly, Tafarodi and Swann (1996) reported lower levels of self-competence for Chinese 
in comparison to Americans. Because a reverse pattern was obtained for levels of self-liking, these 
authors argue that the obtained difference in efficacy levels was not simply the result of a self- 
effacing tendency on the part of the more collectivist Chinese. Instead, they suggest that a collectivist 
orientation, while maximizing aspects of self-concept related to self-liking, may present challenges to 
aspects o f self-concept related to self-competence. Deference to the group and constraints on 
personal choice constitute restraints on the experience of individual autonomy that would result in 
lowered self-competence. In contrast, the promotion of self-liking would be maximized by an 
emphasis on social sensitivity and the increased likelihood of receiving positive appraisals firom 
others. Conversely, an individualist orientation would lead to greater feelings o f self-competence 
relative to self-liking (Tafarodi & Swann, 1996).
Cultural Variations in Self-efficacy Appraisal
The Self-efficacy Appraisal Process
Efficacy expectations can be influenced by performance attainments, vicarious experiences, 
verbal persuasion and other types of social influences, and physiological states (Bandura, 1982). As a 
source o f information, enacted attainments are assumed to be especially influential, since they are 
based on an individual's own experiences o f mastery. Repeated successes lead to higher self-efficacy;
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repeated failures lead to lower expectations. Observing others successfully perform difficult activities 
can also contribute to the development of mastery expectations if observers perceive similarities 
between themselves and the models. However, vicarious experience is somewhat less effective as a 
source of efficacy information; its effectiveness relies in part on one's inferences from social 
comparison. Consequently, expectations derived from observation may be weaker than those derived 
from direct experience. Similarly, efficacy expectations that are induced by suggestion and 
persuasion are more vulnerable to extinction. Lastly, expectations can be based, in part, on emotional 
and physiological arousal. People may have more positive expectations and be less likely to avoid 
situations for which physiological arousal and anxiety are low (Bandura, 1977, 1982).
Cultural Influences on Self-efficacy Appraisal
Four main sources of efficacy information have been explicitly identified, but this does not 
imply that forming expectations for particular situations involves some simple combination of these 
sources. Appraisals of threat and the probability of success in uncertain situations are subjective 
processes that require interpretation, and "a host of factors, including personal, social, and situational 
ones, affect how efficacy-relevant experiences are interpreted..." (Bandura, 1995a, p. 5). By 
reasonable assumption, cultural factors may also affect the ways in which sources of efficacy 
information are interpreted. Gettingen (1995) characterizes the elaborate basis of perceived self- 
efficacy and some o f the ways in which culture might exert its influence:
Forming beliefs of personal efficacy is a complex process of self-appraisal which entails 
selecting, weighting, and integrating information from multiple sources. It is in this appraisal 
process that culture may play its influential role. Culture may affect not only the type of 
information provided by the various sources, but also which information is selected and how 
it is weighted and integrated in people's self-efficacy judgments, (p. 150-151)
People may not always have access to all four types of efficacy information, and sources of 
efficacy may vary in prevalence, in form, and in how they are valued (Gettingen, 1995). Differences 
in these dimensions may exist between cultural groups, as well as between different segments o f the
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same societies. For example, the prevalence of particular sources of efficacy information may differ 
for men and women in a society that is rigidly gender segregated, while the form that various sources 
take and the degree to which they are valued may differ between individualist and collectivist 
systems. Differences in the selection, weighting, and integration of efficacy information may also 
exist at the level of the individual (Oettingen, 1995).
Markus & Kitayama (1991) have suggested that people with independent selves may be more 
likely to attend to their self-referent emotions, such as anger, frustration, and pride, and to use their 
inner feelings to guide behavior. Self-referent or ego-focused emotions are less important regulators 
of behavior for people with more interdependent selves. Likewise, Oettingen (1995) predicted that 
emotional states would be more immediate and prominent sources of self-efficacy information for 
children in individualist cultures. The prediction that emotional information will be weighted more 
heavily in the self-efficacy appraisals of members of individualist groups is consistent with the notion 
that individualists and collectivists differentially emphasize the thoughts, feelings, and actions of the 
self and others.
Similarly, in a cross-cultural study of the bases of subjective well-being judgments, Suh and 
his colleagues (1998) hypothesized that private emotions would be more closely related to 
individuals' global judgments o f  life satisfaction in individualist cultures, where individuals habitually 
attend to the internal elements of the self. These authors note that although collectivists are aware of 
their internal attributes, basing global self judgments exclusively on one's inner subjective 
experiences is regarded as inappropriate and unnatural. Rather, collectivists' self judgments more 
often incorporate information regarding their social roles and interpersonal relationships.
Among individualist nations in the study by Suh and his colleagues (1998), 76% of explained 
variance in life satisfaction judgments was due to private emotions, while only 12% was accounted 
for by individuals' perceived normative desirability of life satisfaction. In contrast, 39% o f explained 
variance in collectivists' life satisfaction Judgments was attributed to emotions, and 40% was 
predicted by norms. Findings that individualists' judgments o f life satisfaction are based more
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heavily on private emotions, while collectivists' are influenced more by norms, suggests cross-cultural 
variation in the functional value of, or the significance ascribed to, private emotions (Suh etal.,
1998).
According to Triandis (1989), self-cognitions can be of the private or of the collective type, 
and cultures vary in individuals’ modal probabilities o f selecting from the two. Private-self 
cognitions are assessments of the self by the self, while collective-self cognitions reflect assessments 
of the self by a specific group. Ybarra and Trafimow (1998) demonstrated that priming the private- 
self by asking people to think about the ways in which they are different from their friends and family 
predicted a  greater influence of attitudes versus norms on behavioral intentions. Priming the 
collective self by asking individuals to think of similarities between themselves and family and 
friends predicted a greater influence of norms over attitudes on behavioral intentions. If variations in 
the tendency to more heavily weight norms versus attitudes and emotions reflect chronic influences of 
culture on whether private or relational aspects of the self are emphasized in social and self judgment, 
similar patterns should be observed for other self-referent judgments. Hence, personal emotional 
states and affective responses should better predict self-efficacy for members of individualist groups.
In summary, cultural factors may influence self-efficacy appraisals in multiple ways. They 
may dictate which sources of efficacy information are available and which members of a cultural 
group have access to various sources. They may determine the relative prevalence of different 
sources of information. They may influence the form or forms o f the sources to which cultural 
members have access. They may define which sources are most culturally valued and, consequently, 
perhaps, most salient. Lastly, they may affect the ways in which sources of information are 
interpreted.
Cultural Variations in the Generality o f Self-efficacy Beliefs
Generalization o f Self-efficacy Beliefs
Expectations o f personal efficacy can vary along a number o f dimensions. First, expectancies 
can vary in strength: strong expectancies are less vulnerable to extinction in the face o f disconfirming
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experiences than are weak expectancies. Second, the magnitude of efficacy expectations can vary; an 
individual's feelings o f competence may be limited to simple tasks, or they may extend to difficult 
ones, as well. Third, and most relevant to the present research, the generalitv of one's efficacy 
expectations can vary; "Some experiences create circumscribed mastery expectations. Others instill 
a more generalized sense of efficacy that extends well beyond the specific treatment situation" 
(Bandura, 1977, p. 194).
Bandura's analysis of the generality of efficacy expectations has primarily concerned the 
nature of the experiences through which mastery expectations are developed: generalization effects 
are expected to be strongest for activities that are most similar to those that created mastery 
experiences (Bandura, 1977). While this focus does not preclude the possibility that cultural 
variables play important roles in determining the extent to which efficacy expectations generalize 
across tasks, domains, and contexts, this question to date has not been the focus of much empirical 
work.
Generalized Self-efficacy
Generalized efficacy constructs have been the focus of some research over the past two 
decades, and several global and domain measures of self-efficacy have been developed (see, for 
example, Coppel, as cited in Smith, 1989; Feasel, 1995; Fibel & Hale, 1978; Shelton, 1990; Sherer, 
Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, & Rogers, 1982; Tipton & Worthington, 1984;
Wagner & Morse, 1975; and Wells-Parker, Miller, & Topping, 1990). Domain efficacv is a 
composite of expectations for related sets o f situations; it is derived in part from the individual's 
personal history of success and failure in effecting desired outcomes in these situations (Feasel,
1995). Generalized self-efficacv represents an individual's feelings o f personal competence and 
expectations for mastery across those life domains that hold personal value (Feasel, 1995).
Changes in seLfrefficacy for particular situations or domains o f activity may result in 
subsequent adjustments to one's general efficacy expectations (see, for example. Smith, 1989), 
suggesting that generalized self-efficacy stems from an individual's experiences across life domains.
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Feasel (1995) reported a correlation of .59 between participants' generalized self-efficacy scores and 
their average self-efficacy for goals related to ten life domains. However, self-efficacy appraisals for 
different domains do not appear to influence generalized self-efficacy in an equivalent manner; 
feelings o f efficacy for life domains that individuals ranked higher in importance contributed more to 
generalized self-efficacy than did efficacy expectations for domains ranked lower in importance 
(Feasel, 1995).
Individuals’ self-efficacy can vary across contexts, across different domains of activity, and 
across different demand levels within domains of activity. For these reasons, Bandura (1986) has 
advocated the use o f self-efficacy measures that are tailored to specific domains of functioning in 
order to examine the relation between perceived self-efficacy and psychosocial functioning. As 
predictors of psychosocial functioning in specific contexts, dispositional or trait measures of self- 
efficacy are unlikely to have much practical value (Bandura, 1990). For example, domain-specific 
measures should better predict specific criterion variables, such as coping in particular feared 
situations (Bandura, 1986, 1990; Schwarzer et al., 1997).
While efficacy for specific situations or tasks should better predict performance under 
circumstances of familiarity and clear definition, generalized efficacy expectations should primarily 
influence the individual's feelings o f  competence and expectations for mastery in ambiguous and 
unfamiliar situations (Tipton & Worthington, 1984). Generalized self-efficacy may be a useful 
dimension of individual differences that predicts a host of variables related to personality and 
individual functioning, and generalized measures o f self-efficacy may be more appropriate than 
domain-specific ones for predictions pertaining to global constructs such as trait anxiety and 
depression (Schwarzer et al., 1997).
Past research, conducted primarily with Western populations, has demonstrated relations 
between a generalized sense o f selfiefficacy and self-esteem (Feasel, 1995; Sherer et al., 1982); an 
internal locus o f control (Feasel, 1995; Fibel & Hale, 1978; Sherer et al., 1982); optimism (Feasel, 
1995); masculinity (Feasel, 1995; Sherer et al., 1982); academic performance (Smith, 1989); work
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performance (Wagner & Morse, 1975); coping in different life domains (Wells-Parker et al., 1990); 
habit change and endurance of physical discomfort (Tipton & Worthington, 1984); and several 
measures o f subjective well-being and positive affect (Feasel, 1995). Inverse relations between 
general se lf  efficacy and depression (Feasel, 1995; Fibel & Hale, 1978) and negative affect (Feasel, 
1995) have also been reported.
Generalized Self-efficacy Across Cultures
Recent research also suggests cross-cultural similarities in the structure and predictive utility 
of general self-efficacy. The General Self-efficacy Scale, a German instrument developed by 
Jerusalem and Schwarzer (as cited in Schwarzer etal., 1997), has been translated to English, Spanish, 
French, Hebrew, Hungarian, Turkish, Czech, Slovak, and Chinese. The original 10-item German 
version of the scale has demonstrated high internal consistency and test-retest reliability, and it has 
been shown to correlate positively with self-esteem and optimism, and negatively with anxiety, 
depression, and physical symptoms (Schwarzer et al., 1997). In a cross-cultural comparison 
(Schwarzer et al., 1997), university students from Berlin, Costa Rica, and Hong Kong completed 
German, Spanish, and Chinese versions of the scale, respectively. Evidence was obtained for scale 
unidimensionality in each sample. Further, for both the Berlin and Costa Rica samples, the scale was 
positively associated with optimism and negatively associated with anxiety and depression.
Jerusalem and Schwarzer (1992) reported that general self-efficacy was an important 
predictor of subjective perceptions following failure experiences in a cognitive problem-solving task. 
Participants with low general self-efficacy experienced the task as more discouraging and as more 
threatening than challenging; participants with high general self-efficacy were less discouraged and 
perceived the task to be more challenging than threatening. Over time, low self-efficacy subjects 
were also more affected by failure. These authors have discussed general self-efficacy as a 
resource/vulnerability factor that may be related to the types o f cues individuals rely on in difficult 
situations. Individuals with low general self-efficacy focus on situational cues that may have a strong
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impact on stress appraisals, but those with high general self-efficacy rely on positive cues, including 
their favorable self-evaluations (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1992).
An alternative interpretation o f the patterns observed by Jerusalem and Schwarzer (1992) is 
that individual levels o f self-efficacy reflect chronic tendencies to rely on situational versus intra­
personal sources o f information. Individuals who focus more exclusively on the plethora of available 
external sources o f information may be more vulnerable to the effects of unfavorable environmental 
cues. Assuming the number and variety of external sources of efficacy information surpasses the 
number of internal ones, those who base judgments about their personal efficacy on situational cues 
may display more variable expectations across situations. Further, without the advantage of reliable 
self-enhancing biases, these individuals might also demonstrate somewhat lower levels of self- 
efficacy across contexts.
Cultural Influences on the Generality o f  Self-Referent Appraisals 
With the exception o f work by Schwarzer and his colleagues (Schwarzer et al., 1997), 
investigations of generalized self-efficacy have primarily been limited to populations in the U.S. and 
have not considered the role o f cultural variables. There is reason to expect, however, that culture 
may set parameters that determine the extent to which generalization effects can and do occur. 
Converging evidence suggests that many societies, especially in North America and Northern and 
Central Europe, are structured in ways that essentially separate conceptions of individuals fi-om 
contexts. In contrast, the predominant model of the person in Japan, China, Korea, Southeast Asia, 
India, and much of South America and Afi-ica emphasizes relations between self and others and 
considers the self in social context (Markus & Kitayama, 1994; Shweder & Bourne, 1984).
These contrasting views o f the person, which Markus and Kitayama (1991) have labeled the 
independent and interdependent views o f self, have potentially dramatic consequences for 
individuals’ self-referent cognitions:
If a cognitive activity implicates the self, the outcome o f this activity will depend on the 
nature o f the self-system.. Among those with interdependent selves, the unit of representation
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of both the self and the other will include a relatively specific social context in which the self 
and the other are embedded. This means that knowledge about persons, either the self or 
others, will not be abstract and generalized across contexts, but instead will remain specific to 
the focal context, (p. 231)
Further evidence suggests that the tendencies to describe persons and personality in abstract, 
generalized, context-free terms or concrete, relational, context-dependent ways are related to the 
social patterns of individualism and collectivism (Triandis, et al., 1990).
The work of J. G. Miller (1984) is often cited as evidence that notions about personhood are 
embedded in and reflect cultural ideologies. Miller asked participants from India and the U.S. to 
mention prosocial and deviant behaviors of persons they knew well and to give reasons for the 
behaviors. American adults more often explained behavior via inferred characteristics; 40% of their 
responses, in comparison to 20% of Indians', made reference to general dispositions. In contrast, 
Indian adults explained behavior by referring to context; while Americans cited factors such as social 
roles, interpersonal relationships, and spatial and temporal factors in only 18% of their attributions, 
Indians mentioned contextual factors in 40% of attributions.
Shweder and Bourne (1984) also illustrated contrasting conceptions of the person with data 
from a study of person description in Orissa, India and the United States. Compare the American 
description, "she is friendly" to the Oriya description, "she brings cakes to my family on festival 
days," (Shweder & Bourne, 1984, p. 178). In their descriptions of close acquaintances, Oriyas were 
more likely to refer to actions and to include contextual qualifications that referred to time, place, and 
the acquaintances' relationships. In fact, this was true in 80% of Oriya descriptions, compared to 56% 
of American descriptions. Americans more often used abstract traits, and 46% of their descriptions 
were both context-free and abstract.
Other cross-cultural work provides evidence that the tendency for individuals in some 
societies to describe persons in contextualized ways is not confined to their attributions about others. 
For example. Bond and Cheung (1983) reported that American students used personality traits to
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describe themselves more than did Japanese students. Triandis and his colleagues (1990) tested the 
hypothesis that the content of self would more often include references to social entities (e.g., family 
or ethnic group) for collectivists than for individualists. They asked respondents in both types of 
cultures to complete 20 sentences that began with the words, "I am...". The proportion of statements 
that referred to a social entity (%S score) for a U.S. sample was 19%, compared to 52% for a Hong 
Kong sample.
Stigler, Smith, & Mao (1995) examined ratings of self-worth and competence by elementary 
school children from the U.S. and China. Correlations between a measure of general self-esteem and 
self-esteem for cognitive, social, and physical domains of self were low for Chinese children, but 
American children's general self-esteem was moderately correlated with self-esteem for specific 
domains. This research supports the notion that individualists demonstrate a greater tendency to 
generalize self-evaluations.
These studies quite clearly suggest a link between cultural conceptions of the person and the 
extent to which individuals perceive themselves and others in ways that are abstract and generalized 
across contexts. The individualist tendency to more heavily weight dispositions in descriptions of the 
self and others and in attributions about behavior are consistent with Western cultural notions that 
emphasize individual responsibility for action and autonomy from contextual influences. The 
collectivist propensity to more heavily weight contexts in descriptions o f and attributions about 
persons coincides with more holistic or relational views o f persons that emphasize social roles and the 
variability of behavior across situations (Miller, 1984). This evidence provides reason to posit that 
cultural levels o f individualism and collectivism will affect the nature o f individuals’ experiences of 
self-efficacy and the extent to which self-efficacy expectations are generalized across contexts.
Collective Efficacy
Recently, analysis of the means of human agency has been extended to social change and the 
functioning of groups (Bandura, 1982,1995a, 1996). For example, research on the role o f perceived 
efficacy in social activism accents the importance o f examining perceptions of group efficacy
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(Bandura, 1982). Perceived collective efficacv is an attribute of groups; it refers in part to members' 
shared beliefs in their collective capabilities to produce results (Bandura, 1996). The development of 
collective efficacy may be influenced by factors including direct experience, including patterns of 
prior group performance, and by vicarious experience, the observation o f the experiences of other 
similar groups (Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, & Zazanis, 1995). Collective efficacy and self-efficacy are 
assumed to operate through similar processes and serve similar functions (Bandura, 1996). Collective 
efficacy beliefs should influence what people choose to do as a group, their use of resources, how 
much effort they will expend in group endeavors, and their persistence in the face of opposition 
(Bandura, 1982, 1996).
Culture and Collective Efficacy
The extension of social cognitive theory to group functioning and to the broader context of 
social change speaks to its utility for describing, explaining, and predicting multiple and diverse 
facets of human functioning. The efficacy construct is relevant for investigations of group-level as 
well as individual-level phenomena, and it is likely to be relevant across cultural contexts. Though 
societies differ in the extent to which members on average are oriented to groups versus individuals, 
personal efficacy is likely to be an important determinant of group action as well as of individual 
functioning across cultures:
A high sense of personal efficacy contributes just as importantly to group-directedness as to 
self-directedness. I f  people are to work together successfully, the members have to perform 
their particular roles with a high sense o f efficacy. Chronic self-doubters are not easily 
forged into a collective efficacious force. Personal efficacy is valued not because of 
reverence for individualism, but because a strong sense of personal efficacy is vital for 
successful functioning regardless of whether it is achieved individually or by group members 
working together. (Bandura, 1996, p. 204)
Just as personal efficacy may be an important determinant of group action across cultural 
contexts, collective efficacy may have significant implications for individual experience. An
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approach that examines the interplay between personal and collective efficacy may be instrumental in 
analyzing cultural patterns o f relationships between self and ingroup. For example, cultural 
orientations may largely determine the salience of individuals’ judgments about the self and the 
ingroup, the extent to which the two types of judgments are interwoven, and the relative importance 
of both for individual and group functioning.
Hinkle and Brown (1990) argued that evaluations of the ingroup are particularly salient and 
meaningful for allocentric people and in collectivist cultures. Similarly, Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, 
and Broadnax (1994) suggested that while racial identity is central to the well-being of members of 
ethnic minority groups, group membership may not be especially salient for Whites in predominantly 
White environments. If these assumptions are accurate, somewhat different patterns o f relationships 
between self- and collective efficacy would be expected for individualists and collectivists and for 
members of ethnic and cultural majority and minority groups. For example, cultural members’ 
judgments of personal and collective efficacy may be more strongly linked in collectivist societies 
compared to individualist ones. The direction of influence between the two types of judgments may 
also differ across cultural contexts, as may their relative impacts on the functioning of both the 
individual and the cultural group.
The Measurement o f  Collective Efficacy
Questions regarding the cultural determinants and consequences o f collective efficacy 
warrant considerable attention because o f their bearing on issues related to group agency and 
functioning. However, since Bandura's (1986) call for attention to the collective efficacy construct, 
limited progress has been made with regard to relevant theoretical and measurement issues (Zaccaro 
et al., 1995). For example, research has yet to determine whether the construct is meaningful for 
groups as broad as those defined by racial or ethnic status.
The definitions offered by some authors, including Bandura (1996), suggest a variety of 
potential approaches to the measurement o f collective efficacy. Shamir (1990) defined the term as 
"the perceived probability that collective effort will result in collective accomplishments," (p. 316).
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That definition has quite different measurement implications than the one offered by Weldon and 
Weingart (1993), "an individual's judgment of how well the group can execute actions required to 
perform the task," (p. 11). The latter conceptualization suggests that collective efficacy can be 
assessed at the individual level; the former emphasizes elements such as collective effort and 
accomplishments. Zaccaro and his colleagues (1997) have suggested that a practical approach would 
consider judgments about group members' abilities, as well as perceptions about how well group 
members work together toward achieving collective outcomes.
Though Bandura’s conceptualization of the construct emphasizes the shared nature of beliefs, 
the difficulties associated with assessing the degree to which beliefs are shared among group 
members are apparent. One possible approach to measuring collective efficacy would involve the 
summing or averaging of group members’ perceptions about the probability that the group will 
accomplish a particular task. However, such an approach would not indicate the extent to which 
efforts are, in fact, collective, or to which accomplishments benefit the entire group. The variability 
of group members’ perceptions may provide some indication of the extent to which beliefs and 
expectations are, in fact, shared. Little variability among group members’ expectations could provide 
grounds for consideration o f collective efficacy as a group-level phenomena, while greater variance 
among group members’ judgments would suggest the importance of considering individual-level 
processes (Zaccaro et al., 1997).
These issues together suggest that assessment of collective efficacy must involve 
consideration of several components. Group members’ perceptions o f the group’s ability to 
accomplish tasks and of the extent to which group members work together toward collective goals 
may be assessed at the level of individuals. However, it may also be important to consider, at the 
level of the group, the extent to which goals are in fact shared, as well as the variability of group 
members’ perceptions.
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Ethnocultural Variations in Individualism and Collectivism: Implications for Self-efficacy
A Cross-Cultural Approach to Explaining Ethnic Group Differences in Psychological Experience
Psychology has long been concerned with establishing the magnitude of racial differences in 
psychological functioning. Differences in average characteristics do constitute an important part of 
the context for understanding differences between ethnic groups (Sue, 1991), though heterogeneity 
within groups is typically greater than that between groups. However, research that simply 
demonstrates statistically significant differences between racial or ethnic groups on some variable of 
interest have contributed little to our understanding of the variety of experience either across or within 
culturally different groups. Further, race-based explanations of variations across groups have often 
been employed without examining sociocultural factors that may contribute to such differences 
(Betancourt & Lopez, 1993). Because the major significance of race in our society is social (Jones, 
1991), a greater emphasis on sociocultural determinants of psychological experience is warranted.
In the U.S. and other multicultural societies where inter-group differences have often been 
interpreted as ethnic minority group deficiencies and where the population is becoming increasingly 
multiethnic (Entwisle & Aston, 1994; Hodgkinson, 1983; Jones, 1990), it is especially important to 
provide more contextualized accounts of within-group patterns of functioning. Research that 
produces a pluralistic account of human psychological functioning may be inconsistent with the 
mainstream goal of identifying universals in human experience. However, the identification of 
universals, as well as the development o f adequate accounts of the diversity in human experience, 
relies on investigations of psychological functioning across groups. The identification and 
measurement o f particular cultural elements that are hypothesized to influence behavior and 
experience, as well as theory-driven investigations o f the relations between these cultural variables 
and psychological phenomena o f interest, will enrich our understanding of group-specific and 
universal processes (Betancourt & Lopez, 1993). Applying cross-cultural methodologies to questions 
that concern the functioning o f  groups who are part o f the same larger society is one strategy for
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producing more meaningful characterizations o f diverse patterns o f experience and for reducing the 
ethnocentrism that characterizes modem psychology.
The interpretation o f patterns of observed similarities and differences across groups requires a 
broad theoretical framework that can account for diversity across groups as well as observed 
regularities within groups. The dimension of individualism-collectivism satisfies both of these 
criteria and represents a conceptual framework that may facilitate understanding of similarities and 
differences in self-efficacy across ethnic groups. For example, groups’ relative levels of 
individualism-collectivism may be related in theoretically meaningful ways to intergroup differences 
in efficacy expectations for particular life domains, while intragroup patterns of efficacy across life 
domains may best be understood in the context o f groups’ unique belief and value systems.
Some psychological phenomena may be manifested differently across cultural groups, and for 
this reason, the distinction between emic and etic cultural elements is useful (Triandis, 1994a). Etic 
concepts are culture-general and are appropriate in comparisons across groups; emic concepts are 
group-specific, and emic descriptions of psychological phenomena are based on consideration of 
within-group patterns (Malpass, 1977; Triandis, 1994a). A combined emic-etic approach may prove 
to be especially useful for examining self-efficacy across U.S. ethnic groups. Examination o f etic 
concepts may provide a framework within which to understand differences in groups’ average 
characteristics, while consideration of the unique values and experiences of each group may provide a 
basis for interpretations of intragroup patterns. An etic or culture-general conceptualization of self- 
efficacy is consistent with emerging evidence regarding the universal nature o f the positive functions 
o f self-efficacy. It may be more appropriate to explore questions regarding variations in the process 
o f self-efficacy appraisal and in the form of individuals’ efficacy expectations with an emic approach 
that considers intragroup patterns in the context o f relevant cultural ideologies.
Sources o f Variation in Ethnocultural Values: Ancestral World Views
Scholars in the fields of African American psychology, Latina/Latino psychology, and Asian 
American psychology have frequently distinguished between the more collectivist and familial
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
29
orientations of persons of color and the more individualist tendencies of Anglos (Gaines, Marelich, & 
Bledsoe, 1997). However, research on individualism and collectivism among ethnic minority cultures 
in the United States is lacking. Some evidence does indicate that Latino and Asian Americans are 
more collectivist than are Americans of European ancestry (Marin & Triandis, 1985; Triandis et al., 
1986). One study indicated, for example, that Asian Americans were markedly higher on the 
collectivist value of family integrity and lower on individualist values of separation from ingroups 
and self-reliance than were Anglo Americans, while Hispanic Americans fell between Anglo and 
Asian Americans on all three values (Triandis et al., 1986). Another exception is a recent study 
comparing persons of color and White Americans (Gaines etal., 1997), which did provide some 
evidence of White Americans’ higher individualist tendencies, compared to the greater collective and 
familial orientations of persons of color.
While comparisons of White Americans and persons of color begin to address intracultural 
variation in Americans’ value orientations, they fail to identify or address groups’ unique 
characteristics and experiences. Discussions about differences between Anglos and members of U.S. 
ethnic minority groups in cultural and value priorities have generally centered on variations in the 
value orientations of groups’ indigenous cultures, or on the consequences of racial and ethnic 
discrimination in American society. Both types of factors may account for differences between the 
experiences o f White Americans and ethnic minority groups; however, it is unlikely that the 
mechanisms that account for divergences in experience and functioning uniformly affect members of 
all ethnic minority groups.
The development of more satisfactory accounts of intracultural diversity requires recognition 
o f groups’ distinct histories and unique values, and examination of facets o f their experiences that 
distinguish them from one another. Investigations of cultural idea systems have long been an 
important part of anthropological study and have provided the basis o f more contextualized accounts 
o f human functioning, and different philosophical traditions are important foundations of individualist 
and collectivist orientations.
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East Asian Collectivism
For example. East Asian collectivism has been linked to the ideals of Confucianism, 
Buddhism, and Taoism. Confucianism, the ultimate goal of which is promotion of the collective 
welfare (Kim, 1994), has been the foundation for ideas and practices concerning social order and self- 
construal in East Asian countries (Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon, 1994; Morris, 1994). 
Though other philosophies. Buddhism and Taoism in China for example, have shaped collectivist 
practices and ideologies, giving priority to the common good and social harmony are ideals consistent 
with the tenets of Confucianism. Confucian conceptions of the persons have centered on a number of 
central interrelated virtues. These concepts include Jen, which refers to humaneness, benevolence, 
compassion, and the love of other people, and Chung, or loyalty, sincerity, and concern for others.
Shu has been translated as compassion, altruism, forgiveness, and reciprocity, and I, righteousness, is 
that which benefits the whole people. U, ritual propriety, traditionally meant to sacrifice to the 
ancestors but came to connote social order. Similarly, Hsiao, once referred to piety toward spirits of 
the dead but acquired meanings related to duties and obligations toward one’s parents, including 
obedience to them and caring for them in old age (Morris, 1994).
All of these virtues are social, placing Confucian conceptions o f the person in contexts of 
interpersonal relationships (Morris, 1994). From this philosophical standpoint, the most important 
values are those that emphasize interrelatedness, social roles, group interests, duties and obligation, 
concession and compromise, and social order (Kim, 1994; Kim et al., 1994); personal development is 
seen as a communal act (Morris, 1994). However, the autonomy of the self is also acknowledged. 
Striving toward the central virtues requires individual effort (Morris, 1994), and one mark o f a 
virtuous person is the elimination o f hedonistic, selfish, and individualist desires (Kim, 1994).
Latin American simpatia
In Hofstede’s (1980) 40-country study, two Latin American countries were identified as the 
most allocentric nations. Marin and Triandis (1985) note that many early anthropological studies of 
Latin Americans and o f Latinos in the U.S. have correspondingly emphasized allocentric tendencies
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of cooperation, distrust o f outgroup members, and perceptions o f social situations in terms o f familial 
relationships. These authors investigated the significance of simpatia as cultural script among 
Hispanic and Latin American people. Simpatia has no English equivalent; it refers to a set of 
personal qualities, such as attractiveness, and being likeable, easy-going, and fim to be with.
Research with samples from Mexico and Central and South America indicates patterns that involve 
avoidance of interpersonal conflict, emphasis on harmony in interpersonal relationships, and 
preference for values such as “sensitive,” “loyal,” “respected,” “dutiful,” “gracious,” and 
“conforming” (Marin & Triandis, 1985). These values are consistent with the cultural notion of 
simpatia and provide some basis upon which to predict greater levels of collectivism among 
individuals of Hispanic and Latin American descent.
Characterizing Indian Cultures
It has been argued that the individualism-collectivism dichotomy, while a convenient way to 
characterize cultures and nations for the purpose of comparison, fails to account sufficiently for intra­
cultural complexity, and that individualist and collectivist orientations may coexist within cultures as 
well as individuals (Sinha & Tripathi, 1994). Sinha and Tripatlii (1994) explored facets of Indian 
culture and behavior, such as the coexistence of contradictions and the contextual nature of values 
and behavior, that they conclude may cloud characterizations of Indian culture within the 
individualism-collectivism framework. They suggest, instead, that Indian culture incorporates 
elements of both orientations, and that more important insights may be gained by examining the 
conditions under which individualist and collectivist orientations emerge.
African Conceptions o f Selfhood
Similar considerations may also be important for an analysis o f traditional African 
philosophies, given the complexity of beliefs within various African cultural systems (Morris, 1994). 
Comparative studies of African cultures indicate the existence of diverse beliefs and practices across 
groups, though some general shared elements and concepts have been identified (Gyeltye, 1987). For 
example, African conceptions o f selfhood have been described as involving complex and dynamic
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notions about the self in relation to others. The individual is seen as being connected with all other 
beings, but the person’s individuality, unique attributes, and strivings are also acknowledged (Morris, 
1994). Variability in the degree to which African societies can be described as having a collectivist 
orientation have been acknowledged, though collectivist norms that discourage self-assertion and 
encourage humility have been identified among many communities. However, the simultaneous 
recognition of personal agency and autonomy within many communities suggests that a 
characterization o f African culture as essentially collectivist fails to account for the diversity across 
African societies, as well as the complexity of beliefs within communities.
Western Liberalism
In contrast to cultural scripts and philosophies that emphasize sociocentric concerns, the 
liberalism that has shaped Western individualist thought encourages autonomy and self-direction to a 
greater extent. Self-fulfillment is a common goal o f this emphasis on the self and may refer to 
hedonistic aims, as well as to self-actualization. In this system, individual roles and status are defined 
more by personal achievements than by roles and interpersonal relationships. Principles such as 
equality and equity guide interpersonal behavior. Emphasized values focus on individual rights, 
privacy, and freedom of choice (Kim, 1994; Kim et al., 1994). A characteristic o f Western 
conceptions of the self involves a dualistic metaphysic, whereby the individual is seen as separate 
from both the natural and the social world (Morris, 1994). Hence, the person is viewed as “a 
bounded, unique, more or less integrated motivational and cognitive universe, a dynamic center of 
awareness, emotion, judgment, and action organized into a distinctive whole and set contrastively 
both against other such wholes and against a social and natural background,” (Geertz, 1975, p.48).
Although individualism represents the dominant view in American culture, “the indigenous 
psychology of ethnic minority cultures differs from the majority culture in how interwoven the 
interest and well-being o f the self is with the ethnic group to which one belongs,” (Harrison, Wilson, 
Pine, Chan, & Buriel, 1990, p. 353). Harrison and colleagues have argued that the European belief in
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individualism is incompatible with many ethnic minorities’ ancestral world views, which instead 
reflect collectivism or loyalty to the group;
Ethnic minority families typically stress interdependence as a socialization goal for children 
as a logical accompaniment to emphasis on extended families and the ancestral worldview of 
collectivism. Parents tend to reinforce personality traits that are consistent with this goal. 
Given ecological challenges for achievement and accomplishment in American society, the 
pathway for individual and group members of ethnic minorities has been generally through 
collective actions that open opportunities for individual achievement. Thus socializing 
children toward interdependence with the group fosters the continuation of that pathway, (p. 
355)
The Current Study
The present research concerns the degree to which modal differences in the cultural 
dimensions of individualism and collectivism exist across U.S. ethnic groups, including Asian 
American, African American, Hispanic/Latino, and White European groups. One broad purpose of 
the current study is to examine the utility of individualism and collectivism constructs for 
characterizing important variations across groups in value and belief systems that may be related to 
individuals’ experiences o f agency. More specifically, the current research examines ethnic group 
patterns of self-efficacy across domains of life experience, and the relationship between these patterns 
and group levels of individualism and collectivism. This represents not only an important step toward 
a better understanding of the experiences and functioning of different ethnic groups in the U.S., but 
also a critical step toward assessing the generality of social cognitive theory and the efficacy 
construct.
The specific aims of this research are 1) to develop ethnocultural profiles o f individualism 
and collectivism and o f specific individualist and collectivist values; 2) to develop ethnocultural 
profiles o f self-efficacy across life domains; 3) to examine the relationship between personal self- 
efficacy and individualism-collectivism; 4) to examine relationships between group patterns of
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individualist and collectivist values and the self-efficacy appraisal process; 5) to examine variations in 
the generality of self-efficacy beliefs; and 6) to explore issues that may be relevant to the 
measurement o f collective efficacy.
Ethnic Group Patterns o f  Individualism and Collectivism
Group differences in mean levels o f individualism and collectivism may reflect variation in 
groups’ ancestral idea systems, as well as their ethnic minority status. Accordingly, tlie highest levels 
of individualism are predicted for White European Americans, followed by African Americans and 
Latinos. Asian Americans are expected to exhibit the lowest levels of individualism and the highest 
levels of collectivism. The lowest levels of collectivism are predicted for White European American, 
while Latino and African Americans are expected to exhibit intermediate levels of collectivism. 
Because of the relative emphasis on social order in East Asian philosophies, it is also predicted that 
Asian Americans will exhibit higher overall levels of the vertical subtypes of individualism and 
collectivism than will other groups.
Importance o f  Life Domains
Past research has established some o f the different consequences of individualist and 
collectivist systems (e.g., the relative importance of personal versus group goals, independence and 
self-reliance versus interdependence, obedience versus duty, emotional detachment versus intimacy, 
equality and personal rights versus hierarchy and harmony, and behavior that is guided by attitudes 
versus norms). In the current study, groups are expected to differ with respect to which life domains 
they regard as most important. More collectivist groups should place greater value on interpersonal 
domains o f activity (e.g.. Family and Social domains), while individualist groups should ascribe more 
importance to domains of activity that emphasize personal action (e.g.. Career and Personal Growth).
Ethnocultural Values
Group levels o f individualism and collectivism, as indicated by an established measure of 
these constructs, are expected to predict the importance assigned to individualist and collectivist 
domains o f values. Differences between groups in overall patterns o f importance assigned to the
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
35
motivational domains are predicted, as are group differences in the mean levels of importance 
assigned to the motivational domains and to specific values. Members of collectivist groups are 
expected to assign greater importance to domains of values that serve collectivist interests (i.e., 
Benevolence, Conformity, Security, and Tradition), while members of individualist groups should 
assign greater importance to values that serve individualist interests (i.e.. Achievement, Hedonism, 
Self-Direction, and Stimulation).
Ethnic Profiles o f Self-efficacy
Research has demonstrated that people with independent selves more often attribute events to 
internal causes. This tendency may impact the extent to which individuals experience themselves as 
agentic; thus, higher levels of generalized self-efficacy are predicted for members o f more 
individualist groups.
Group mean levels of self-efficacy for goals related to specific life domains are predicted to 
be related to group differences in individualism and collectivism. The cultural value ascribed to 
various activities and goals may influence levels of individual self-efficacy through factors such as 
the amount of encouragement and social support one receives from ingroup members, and by other 
cultural messages regarding the desirability of certain pursuits. Groups are expected to evince greater 
efficacy expectations on average for culturally valued domains of activity. It is predicted that 
members of more collectivist groups will experience greater efficacy for interpersonal life domains 
relative to those that emphasize individual achievement, and members o f individualist groups will 
experience greater efficacy for domains that stress individual action relative to more sociocentric 
ones.
Ethnic Group Variations in Self-efficacy Appraisals
Ethnic groups in the U.S. that co-exist in the same institutions, such as schools, may have 
access to similar kinds of efficacy information; personal and vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, 
and emotional information may influence the self-efficacy of individuals in all groups. Differences 
may be more obvious with respect to the relative prevalence of various sources. For example, access
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to successful same-ethnîcity models is likely to vary widely across groups, and even opportunities for 
personal mastery experiences may be influenced by societal arrangements that are based, in part, on 
race and ethnicity. Members o f different ethnic groups may have differential access to potential 
sources of efficacy information, and the forms that various sources take may differ across groups.
Oettingen (1995) demonstrated that children’s self-efficacy appraisals were more consistent 
with teacher evaluations in more collectivist cultural contexts. For groups that are part of the same 
larger culture, it is likely that an especially important difference concerning sources o f efficacy 
information will be the degree to which they are valued. Consequently, the process of weighting 
available sources of efficacy information may differ across groups.
Collectivists tend to define the self in in-group terms, focus on common elements with the 
ingroup, and perceive the ingroup as more homogeneous; individualists tend to be more detached 
from and to identify less strongly with the ingroup. Members of individualist systems are socialized 
for independence and self-reliance, and behavior in individualist systems is governed by the 
individual attitudes rather than by group norms or social duty. Collectivists also make greater 
distinctions between ingroup and outgroup (Triandis et al., 1990), so social support from, and 
vicarious experience via, ingroup models should be especially influential in the self-efficacy 
appraisals of collectivists.
In the current study, different patterns across groups in the relative predictive power of 
various sources of efficacy information are predicted. Past success in goal attainment is expected to 
be most heavily weighted and most predictive of self-efficacy for all groups and in all domains.
Social sources of information, including vicarious experience (availability o f ingroup role models), 
and social support and encouragement, will be most heavily weighted in self-efficacy appraisals in 
more collectivist systems. Because o f the greater tendency of people with independent selves to hold 
abstract self-cognitions that generalize across contexts, generalized self-efficacy is expected to be 
most heavily weighted in individualists’ appraisals of self-efficacy across domains.
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Variations in the Generality o f  Self-efficacy Beliefs
The degree to which self-efficacy is experienced as a generalized feeling is predicted to vary 
as a function o f group levels o f individualism. It is hypothesized that the self-efficacy attributions of 
members o f more collectivist groups will incorporate information about specific contexts and roles, 
while individualists’ attributions will tend to generalize across contexts. Because collectivists are 
expected to differentiate more in their self-efficacy expectations for various life domains, greater 
variance in self-efficacy across life domains is predicted for collectivists than for individualists.
Intragroup Variations in Self-efficacy Beliefs
Within groups, allocentric individuals should ascribe greater importance to values and 
domains o f life experience that serve the interests of the group, such as Family and Politics, while 
idiocentric individuals should assign more importance to values and domains that focus on the 
individual, such as Career and Leisure domains. Allocentrics should experience greater efficacy for 
interpersonal activity domains, and idiocentrics are expected to report greater efficacy for personal 
achievement domains relative to interpersonal domains of activity.
Considerations for the Measurement o f  Collective Efficacy
The current study explores two facets o f individuals’ perceptions of group experience that 
may be relevant for the measurement of collective efficacy. First, it is important to establish the 
existence o f collective goals, which presumably form the foundation of group efficacy. Second, 
given that group members do perceive shared goals that will ultimately benefit the group, it is 
important to determine the extent to which they experience themselves as constituents o f a collective 
force who are working toward those goals.
Group differences in both o f these variables are expected to existas a function o f group levels 
of collectivism. Research has established that collectivists make stronger distinctions between the 
ingroup and outgroup, and that they perceive greater similarity among ingroup members than do 
individualists. Thus, it is predicted that members o f more collectivist groups will report greater
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ingroup value similarity, and that they will report higher levels of ingroup collective action across life 
domains.
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METHOD
Participants
Participants were 400 (174 male, 226 female) undergraduate students from the psychology 
department subject pool at a large Midwestern university. Data were collected during academic 
semesters from the spring of 1997 to the spring of 1998. All participants were enrolled in an 
introductory psychology course at the time of participation; most participated in partial fulfillment of 
requirements for the course, and 91 participated during the spring of 1998 as paid volunteers.
A stratified random sampling technique was used to select participants from four broad 
ethnic/racial groups: Asian/ Asian American/ Pacific Islander, Black/ African American, 
Hispanic/Latino, and White. The majority of participants (62%) were in their first year of college; 
19%, 14%, and 5% were in their second, third, and fourth years, respectively. These proportions did 
not differ across ethnic/racial groups y^(9, N=400)=6.74, p.=.664. Participant age ranged from 18 to 
22 (M=19.23) and did not differ significantly across groups, F(3,395)=2.34, p.=.073.
Participants provided additional information regarding ethnic heritage, citizenship, and family 
history in the U.S. in a demographic survey (see Table 1). Data from an additional seven participants 
were omitted from all analyses because they did not provide information regarding their race or 
ethnicity, indicated that they were multi-racial, or did not fall within one of the four broad ethnic 
categories. The participants in each o f the four ethnic categories are described below.
Asian/Asian American/ Pacific Islander
The 103 (52 male, 51 female) participants in this sample included 25 Indians, 15 Chinese, 14 
Chinese-Americans, 9 Koreans, 9 Korean-Americans, 15 Pacific Islanders, 3 Vietnamese, 2 
Vietnamese-Americans, 4 Taiwanese, 1 Taiwanese-American, 2 Thai-Americans, 1 Laotian/Thai, 1 
Sri Lankan, and 1 Japanese. One participant did not provide information regarding ethnic heritage. 
Black/African American
This sample included 89 (30 male, 59 female) participants. Eighty-four reported their ethnic 
heritage as African-American, three as Jamaican, and two as Haitian.
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Hispanic/Latino
This sample of 97 (45 male, 52 female) included 56 Mexican Americans, 1 Mexican, 10 
Puerto Ricans, I Mexican American/ Puerto Rican, 23 South/Central Americans, 1 Mexican 
American/ South American, 4 Cubans, and 1 Spanish participant.
White/European American
This sample included 111 (47 male, 64 female) participants. Only three participants provided 
additional information regarding ethnicity, indicating their Egyptian, Greek, and Pakistani heritages, 
respectively.
Procedure
Participation occurred in mixed-race groups of approximately 12 participants each. Upon 
arriving to a small classroom, participants were greeted by the White female experimenter, and they 
then were seated around a large table. The experimenter explained that the study involved the 
completion of a number of questionnaires pertaining to their attitudes, feelings, behaviors, and values. 
Participants indicated their willingness to participate by signing an informed consent form, and they 
were given approximately 60 minutes to complete the packet of questionnaires. They then were 
thanked for their participation, given a written debriefing statement, and excused. Paid volunteers 
also received a five dollar bill upon being excused.
Measures
Individualism-Collectivism 
. ThelNDCOL
Participants completed the 32-item INDCOL, a measure developed from previous measures 
of individualism and collectivism (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995). The instrument 
consists o f four 8-item subscales that measure two kinds (vertical and horizontal) of individualism 
(VI and HI) and two kinds o f collectivism (VC and HC). Items that reflect a horizontal orientation 
emphasize equality, and those that reflect a vertical orientation emphasize acceptance of inequality 
(Triandis, 1995). Participants responded to items on a 9-point scale (1 =  “Strongly Disagree” to 9 =
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“Strongly Agree”). HI, VI, HC, and VC subscale scores were derived by summing responses to the 
eight items that correspond to each subscale; subscale scores can range from 8 to 72. Individualism 
and collectivism scores were derived by adding responses to the 16 items that measure each construct 
and have a possible range from 16 to 144.
Scale characteristics of the 32-item INDCOL have previously been reported by Triandis 
(1995), who conducted separate principal components factor analyses for each subscale. Single 
unrotated factors were extracted for each subscale of items. Loadings for all retained items were 
reported as .35 or higher, and all item-subscale correlations were reported as .30 or higher. Alpha 
reliabilities for the subscales ranged between .67 to .81 for HI, .74 to .82 for VI, .74 to .80 for HC, 
and .68 to .73 for VC. Alpha reliabilities for the individualism and collectivism subscales were 
reported previously as .66 and .78, respectively (Triandis, 1995).
Scenarios
A set of 16 scenarios, developed by Triandis, Chen, & Chan (1998) were also included for 
measurement of horizontal and vertical types of individualism and collectivism. Each scenario is 
followed by four options that were developed to reflect HI, VI, HC, and VC orientations. Participants 
responded to the scenarios by selecting the option they considered “the best or the most ‘right’ or 
appropriate,” and the scenarios were scored by computing the percent o f items for which HI, HC, VI, 
and VC responses were selected.
Values
Participants were presented with Schwartz's (1994) 56 values and were asked to rate them 
"according to the extent to which each is a guiding principle in your life." A 9-point response scale 
was used (-1 = "opposed" to 7 = "of supreme importance"). Scores for each o f the 10 motivational 
value domains were derived by averaging responses to the values that comprise the domains. 
Individualism and collectivism scores were derived by averaging the four individualist and the four 
collectivist category means.
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Importance ofLife Domains to Self and Group
Participants were presented with a list of 10 life domains that were described as "broad areas 
of your life that may be important to you." They were asked rate each domain "according to its 
importance to you personally," using a 9-point scale (-1 = "I am opposed to it" to 7 = "of supreme 
importance to me").
Participants were asked to rate the same 10 domains according to "how important they are 
overall to members of your ethnic/cultural group," using a 9-point scale (-1 = "my group is opposed 
to it" to 7 = "of supreme importance to my group").
Generalized Self-efficacy
Generalized Self-efficacy Scale
The 25-item Generalized Self-efficacy Scale (GSE) consists of 15 items from the general 
subscale of the Self-efficacy Scale developed by Sherer and his colleagues (1982) and 10 additional 
items developed by Feasel (1995). Participants responded to items on a 7-point scale (1 =  "Strongly 
Disagree" to 7 = "Strongly Agree"). The scale was scored by transposing reverse-scored items then 
summing responses to the 25 items. The scale floor and ceiling are 25 and 175, respectively.
Scale development procedures and characteristics were reported by Feasel (1995). Results of 
exploratory principal-axis factor analyses indicated that a one-factor model accounted for 44% of 
total scale variance, with individual item loadings ranging between .53 and .79. Item communalities 
ranged from .30 to .63. The one-week test-retest reliability correlation was reported as .91, the scale 
alpha was .93, and item-total correlations ranged from .41 to .70.
The General Self-efficacy Scale
The English language version of the 10-item General Self-efficacy Scale (Jerusalem & 
Schwarzer, as cited in Schwarzer et al., 1997) was also administered. The original German version 
provides respondents with four response options (1 = "Not at all True" to 4 = "Exactly True”). 
Participants in the current study responded to items on the same 7-point scale used for the Feasel
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(1995) GSE, such that scores had a possible range from 10 to 70. The scale was scored by adding 
responses to the 10 items.
Scale characteristics reported by Schwarzer and his colleagues (1997) were based on the four- 
point response scale. Results of separate principal components analyses for German, Chinese, and 
Spanish versions indicate that one-factor models accounted for 41, 55, and 39% of total scale 
variance, respectively. Scale alphas in previous research have ranged from .75 to .90 for the German 
version of the scale, and alphas of .91 and .81 have been obtained for Chinese and Spanish versions, 
respectively. Item-total correlations have ranged from .39 to .67 for the German version, from .46 to 
.76 for the Chinese version, and from .25 to .64 for the Spanish version (Schwarzer et al., 1997). 
Self-efficacy for Life Domain Goals
Participants were presented with a list of eight life domains (Familial, Social, Political, 
Educational, Financial, Religious/Spiritual, Career, and Romantic), and they were asked to write brief 
descriptions of a personal goal, or something they typically strive to do, in relation to each. They 
were also asked to write brief descriptions of "the most significant barrier, a circumstance that you 
may have to face in order to achieve the goal, or a situation that may make achieving your goal 
difficult" to each goal. After generating descriptions of personal goals and barriers to goals for each 
domain, participants rated the goals along the following dimensions.
Self-efficacy for the Goal
"How confident are you that you actuallv will overcome difficult barriers and achieve this 
goal?" (1 = "not at all" to 7 =  "completely").
Social Support and Encouragement
"Do people who are close to you encourage you to strive for this goal?" (1 =  "strongly and 
actively discourage me" to 7 = "strongly encourage and help me").
Success o f  Past Efforts
“What proportion of your past efforts toward this goal have been successful?" (1 = "hardly 
any" to 7 = "virtually all").
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Others' Perceptions o f  Ability
"How much do people who are close to you believe in your ability to achieve this goal?" (1 = 
"They are certain I cannot" to 7 = "They are certain I can").
Availability o f  Successjul Same-Ethnicity Role Models
"How many people who are members o f your ethnic/cultural group do you know or know of 
who are or have been successful at goals like this?" (I = "I know of no one in my group" to 7 = "Most 
in my group succeed at goals like this").
Ingroup Similarity and Collective Effort
Participants rated the question, "Within your group, how much do you think people agree 
overall about which behaviors and values are good or bad? In other words, to what extent do group 
members have similar views and values?" on a 10-point scale (0 = "total dissimilarity of views" to 9 
= "total similarity of views"). This item was based on a measure of perceived homogeneity of the 
ingroup and was designed to assess the extent to which individuals perceived shared values among 
members of their ethnocultural groups (Triandis et al., 1990).
To establish the extent to which individuals perceived shared values among their groups with 
regard to each of the 10 life domains, participants were also asked to rate each domain on the 
following question: "To what extent do members of your ethnic group have similar views or common 
values within each o f the following specific areas of life?" Domains were rated on a 10-point scale (0 
= "Not at all-No common group values " to 9 = "Extremely- Members’ values are identical").
Participants rated the same domains according to their perceptions o f the extent to which they 
perceived a concerted group effort toward common goals. They responded to the question, "On 
average, do you think people in your ethnic group work alone or work together toward important 
goals in the following areas of life?” on a 7-point scale (1—Wery much alone- People do their 'own 
thing’” to 7—'Very much together- Group effort toward group goals”).
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Satisfaction with Life
The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) was 
completed by 190 participants (39 Asian, 37 Black, 38 Latino, 76 White). The SWLS is a five-item 
scale designed to assess participants’ satisfaction with life as a whole. Participants responded to 
items such as, “The conditions of my life are excellent,” on a 7-point scale (1-'strongly disagree” to 
7=“strongly agree). Responses were summed to derive a scale score, and scores can range from 7 to 
35.
Self-esteem
Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem Scale was completed by 187 participants (39 Asian, 36 
Black, 37 Latino, 75 White). Participants respond to 10 items on a 4-point scale (1-'strongly agree” 
to 4=“strongly disagree”). Items were scored such that higher numbers indicate higher levels self­
esteem, and scores can range from 4 to 40.
Biographical Information
A biographical questionnaire that assessed demographic information and included several 
acculturation indices was completed at the end o f the survey. Participants responded to items that 
assess the following: area o f study, year in school, age, sex, household size and composition, 
household income, parents’ educational levels, numbers of relatives in hometown and neighborhood, 
numbers o f relatives and community members one could ask for financial assistance and confide in 
about personal matters, religious preference, and language ability and use. The last items in the 
questionnaire assess ethnic heritage, national citizenship, birthplace, parents’ and grandparents’ 
birthplaces, and proportion of close friends with similar ethnic heritage.
Order o f Administration
The majority of instruments administered do not refer to individuals’ ethnic or cultural 
heritages. Those that do were presented later in the survey in order to minimize potential demand 
characteristics associated with self reporting o f demographic information. Participants were asked to
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provide information pertaining to ethnicity on the last page of the survey, after all other 
questionnaires were completed.
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RESULTS 
Acculturation and Demographic Indices
Table 1 presents information by ethnic group sample on citizenship status, family generations 
in the U.S., language ability, language use, and religion. These results indicate lower levels o f 
acculturation overall for Asian and Latino participants relative to the Black and White samples. A 
greater proportion of the Asian sample were bom outside the U.S., compared to all other samples. 
Asian and Latino participants were also more likely to be among their first family generations in this 
country compared to their Black and White peers. Data on language ability are consistent with this 
pattern, such that Asians were more likely than other participants to have first learned a language 
other than English, and Asians and Latinos were more likely than other participants to be bilingual. 
Asians and Latinos were also somewhat more likely to speak a language other than English with their 
families.
Group means for parents’ educational levels, household size, and household income are 
presented in Table 2. Comparison o f group means indicated significant differences among groups for 
mothers’ educational levels, F(3,392)=21.02, g  < 001, and for fathers’ educational levels, 
F(3,377)=20.62, £.<.001. For Latinos, both parents’ average educational levels were lower than all 
other groups’. Fathers’ mean educational level was also significantly lower for Blacks than for 
Asians. Significant differences among groups in mean household income, F(3,341)=8.90, £.<.001, 
were consistent with variations in parents’ educational levels. Significant differences among groups 
in household size were also observed, F(3,365)=6.22, £.<.001, such that Black participants reported 
fewer household members than all other groups.
Group data on participants’ family structures and support networks are presented in Table 3. 
The smaller household size reported by Blacks converged with the finding that Black participants’ 
fathers were somewhat less likely than other participants’ to have been present in the household. 
Significant differences were also observed among groups in the mean numbers of relatives who lived 
in the same city/town, F(3,366)=13.05, £.<.001, such that Black participants reported larger family
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networks in their towns. Groups differed in the mean numbers of relatives they could ask for 
financial assistance, F(3,358)=3.25, £.=.022, and in the mean numbers of relatives they could speak to 
about very personal matters, F(3,368)=3.67, £.=.012; Asian participants reported they could approach 
fewer relatives than other groups. Differences were also observed in group members’ reports of 
percentages of their close friends with similar ethnic heritages to their own, F(3,367)=49.87, £.<.001 ; 
Black and White participants reported significantly higher proportions than Asian participants, who in 
turn reported higher proportions than Latino participants.
Table 4 presents correlations among demographic variables and indices of acculturation for 
all samples combined. Of particular interest are variations across groups in the patterns of 
correlations between variables (see footnotes to Table 4). For example, generation was significantly 
correlated with father’s education in Asian and Latino samples only, and with mother’s education in 
Black and Latino samples only. Generation was negatively related to household size for Blacks, and 
positively related to income for Asians. Further, having more family generations in the U.S. was 
related to the proportions of participants’ friends who are o f similar ethnic heritage for Asians and 
Blacks but not for Latinos and Whites.
Group Patterns of Individualism and Collectivism
The INDCOL
Partial support was obtained for the hypothesized differences between groups in 
individualism and collectivism. The primary differences between groups occurred between Asians 
and the other samples. Asians exhibited somewhat higher standardized collectivism relative to 
individualism scores. This pattern is explained by the combination o f higher scores on the vertical 
subtype of collectivism scores and lower scores on the horizontal subtype of individualism. Asian 
participants exhibited higher standardized levels o f VC than did Latinos and Whites, and lower levels 
of HI than all groups.
Examination o f these data in conjunction with acculturation indices suggests that the 
observed group differences in collectivism were primarily a  function o f acculturation, such that
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individuals whose families have been in the U.S. for fewer generations tended to be more collectivist 
on average. However, the effects o f generation and ethnicity were confounded; the majority of 
participants who were not bom in the U.S. were Asian, and the majority of first generation 
participants were Asian or Latino. In contrast, most Black and White participants, but few Asian 
participants, were third generation.
Group means levels of collectivism, and o f the vertical subtype of collectivism, that were 
adjusted for generation did not differ. However, differences in group levels of horizontal 
individualism were less related to generation, and comparison o f adjusted means indicated Blacks' 
and Latinos’ higher levels o f horizontal individualism relative to Whites and Asians.
Intragroup Patterns
Group means for each of the INDCOL subscales are presented in Table 5. All groups scored 
higher on horizontal than on vertical subtypes of both individualism and collectivism. For all groups, 
the highest mean was observed for the HI subscale, followed by HC, VC, then VI.
Comparison o f  Groups
Results of one-way ANOVAs indicated that there were no significant differences among the 
four groups on the individualism subscale, F(3,394)=.65, p =.583, but groups did differ in 
collectivism, F(3,394)=5.12, p.=.002. ATukey post-hoc comparison of means indicated that Asians 
scored significantly higher on collectivism than did Whites, but neither group differed from the 
Latino or Black samples. (See Table 5.)
Groups’ horizontal and vertical INDCOL subscale scores were compared in a one-way 
MANOVA. A significant multivariate effect of ethnic/racial group was observed, F(I2,IL73)=3.92, 
£.<.001, and univariate tests indicated significant effects of ethnicity on horizontal individualism, 
F(3,392)=4.53, £.=.004, and vertical collectivism, F(3,392)=7.34, £.<.001. Tukey post-hoc 
comparisons of means indicated that Black and Latino groups scored significantly higher on HI than 
the Asian group; the Asian sample scored significantly higher on VC than the Latino and White 
samples. (See Table 5.)
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Comparison o f  Groups ' Mean Standardized Scores
In order to control for individual- and group-level response biases, within-person 
standardization of ratings was performed across the 32 items. New individualism, collectivism, HI, 
VI, HC, and VC scores were derived as averages o f standardized ratings of the items that compose 
each subscale. Group mean standardized scores for the INDCOL subscales are presented in Table 6.
A one-way ANOVA that compared groups’ standardized individualism scores was 
significant, F(3,396)=2.63, £.=.050. A Tukey post-hoc comparison indicated that the White mean 
standardized rating was significantly higher than the Asian standardized mean. The one-way 
ANOVA comparing groups’ standardized collectivism scores was also significant, F(3,396)=2.64, 
£.=.049. The post-hoc comparison of means indicated significantly higher standardized collectivism 
scores for Asians than for Whites. (See Table 5.)
A one-way MANOVA was performed to compare groups’ within-person standardized HI, VI, 
HC, and VC subscale scores. The multivariate effect o f racial/ethnic group was significant, 
F(12,I185)=3.20, £.<.001. Significant univariate effects were again observed for the HI subscale, 
F(3,396)=6.32, £.<.001, and for tlie VC subscale, F(3,396)=6.04, £.<.001. Asians scored significantly 
lower on HI than did Blacks, Latinos, and Whites. Asians scored significantly higher on VC than 
Latinos and Whites but did not differ from Blacks. (See Table 6.)
Tndividualism-Collectivism and Acculturation
Correlations between individualism-collectivism scores and acculturation and demographic 
variables are presented in Table 7. For all samples combined, individualism was inversely related to 
father’s level of education, and collectivism was inversely related to generation.
Somewhat different patterns o f  significant correlations were observed across groups. 
Individualism was not significantly associated with any o f the acculturation indexes or demographic 
variables for any group. However, collectivism was significantly inversely related to generation in 
the Asian, Black, and Latino samples. For the Asian sample, collectivism was also associated with 
the number of relatives who lived in the same town and in the same neighborhood while growing up.
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
51
and with the proportion o f  participant’s friends with similar ethnic heritages. In the Latino sample, 
collectivism was positively related to household size and to the proportion of participant’s friends 
with similar ethnic heritages, and inversely related to mother’s level of education. No other 
significant associations were observed.
The effects of acculturation on groups’ mean levels of individualism and collectivism were 
examined in separate two (first generation or less versus second generation or more) by four (ethnic 
group) ANOVAs. These comparisons primarily contrasted scores o f Asians bom outside the U.S. and 
first-generation Asians and Latinos with those of third generation Blacks, Latinos, and Whites. 
Neither generation nor the interaction between generation and ethnic group affected individualism. 
However, a significant main effect of generation on collectivism was observed, F(l,387)=10.34, 
£.=.001 (effect size=.026), such that the mean collectivism score for participants who were first 
generation or less (M=106.35) was higher than the mean score for second and third generation 
participants (M=99.64).
Similar analyses comparing participants bom within and outside the U.S. yielded a significant 
main effect of birthplace on collectivism, F(l,387)=7.25, £.=.007 (effect size=.018). Participants who 
were bom outside the U.S.- and these were primarily Asian participants- scored significantly higher 
on average (M=I08.38) than those bom in the U.S. fM=101.39). The interaction between birthplace 
and ethnic group was not significant. Neither birthplace nor the interaction between birthplace and 
ethnic group affected individualism.
Next, group’s INDCOL subscale scores were compared in ANCOVAs that controlled for 
generation. After controlling for the significant covariate effect of generation on collectivism, 
F(3,390)=29.29, £.<.001, the influence o f ethnic group became nonsignificant, F(3,390)=.65, £.=.581. 
Controlling for the significant covariate effect o f generation on VC, F(l,390)=37.34, £.<.001, also 
resulted in a nonsignificant effect of ethnic group, F(3,390)=1.84, £.=.139. The covariate effect of 
generation on individualism was nonsignificant. However, a significant effect o f ethnic group on HI, 
F(3,392)=3.27, £.=.021, was observed after controlling for a significant effect o f generation on HI,
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F(l,392)=6.25, £.=.013. Adjusted means indicated somewhat higher levels of HI for Latinos (adj. 
M=59.55) and Blacks (adj. M=59.40) than for Whites (adj. M=57.58) and Asians (adj. M=57.22). 
Schwartz Values
A number o f  significant differences between groups’ mean ratings o f the 10 motivational 
value domains and of the 56 distinct values were observed. The pattern o f differences was not 
consistent with predictions and, instead, seemed to reflect groups’ different tendencies to respond to 
the values with high or low ratings. For example, Blacks scored significantly higher than one or more 
groups on 17 of the 24 distinct values for which significant group differences were observed, while 
Asians scored significantly lower on 14 values.
Schwartz, Verkasalo, Antonovsky, and Sagiv (1997) have suggested that socially desirable 
responding may affect the magnitude of individuals’ value ratings and have cautioned that group 
comparisons require statistical control for response styles. On average. Blacks in the current study 
responded to the 56 values with significantly higher ratings (M=5.38) than did Whites (M=5.21) or 
Asians (M=5.11), F(3,388)=4.99, £.=.002, while Latinos’ mean rating (M=5.29) did not differ from 
other groups.
Comparison of groups’ within-person standardized means produced considerably fewer 
significant differences, only some of which supported predictions. Theoretically significant results 
included Asians’ and Blacks’ higher ratings o f Collectivist domains. Black participants assigned 
higher importance to collectivist conformity domain values than did Latino and White samples. All 
groups assigned the lowest average ratings to the collectivist tradition domain; however, Asians’ 
standardized ratings of this domain were significantly less negative, relative to other domains, than 
were the ratings o f their White peers. Latinos also accorded somewhat greater importance to 
universalism domain values than did other groups.
Intragroup Patterns
Individualism and collectivism scores were derived as averages of the four individualist and 
of the four collectivist motivational domain means, respectively. Group means for each o f the
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motivational domains are presented in Table 8. All four groups exhibited higher individualism than 
collectivism scores. For individualist motivational domains, all groups exhibited similar patterns in 
the rank-order o f values, such that Achievement domain values were rated as most important, 
followed by the Self-Direction. Hedonism, and then Stimulation value domains. Similar patterns 
were also observed across groups with respect to ratings of collectivist motivational value domains. 
Each group assigned the highest average importance to the Benevolence domain values, followed by 
Conformitv. Securitv. and then Tradition.
Comparison o f  Groups
Groups’ individualist and collectivist domain averages were compared in separate one-way 
ANOVAs. Significant differences were observed between groups for individualist domains, 
F(3,386)=3.63, £.=.013, and for collectivist domains, F(3,378)=5.99, £.=.001. (See Table 8.)
Group average ratings of the four individualist domains, and then the four collectivist 
domains, were compared in one-way MANGY As. Results indicated significant multivariate effects 
of ethnic/racial group on individualist domain scores, F(I2,I155)=3.58, £.<.001, and on collectivist 
domain scores, F(12,1131)=2.68, £.= .028. Significant univariate effects were observed for 
individualist domains of achievement. F(3,386)=6.73, £.<.001; hedonism. F(3,386)=3.21, £.=.023; 
and self-direction. F(3,386)=3.35, £.=.019; but not for stimulation. Univariate effects were 
significant for the collectivist domains of benevolence. F(3,378)=3.27, £.=.021; conformitv. 
F(3,378)=5.93, £.=.001; and tradition. F(3,378)=5.60, £.=.001; but not securitv. (See Table 8.)
Group means for the power and universalism motivational domains were compared in one­
way ANOVAs. No significant differences were observed between groups’ power scores, but groups 
did differ on universalism. F(3,386)=5.35, £.=.001. (See Table 8.)
The mean importance levels assigned by each group to the sets o f values that constitute each 
motivational domain were compared in a series o f MANOVAs. A separate MANOVA was 
performed for each motivational domain o f  values. Group means and univariate effects for the
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specific values that compose the four individualist, the four collectivist, and the power and 
universalism domains are presented in Tables 9, 10, and 11.
The multivariate effect of ethnic group was significant for each of the four individualist 
motivational domains: achievement. F(18,l 149)=2.48, p.=.001: hedonism. F(6,774)=2.16, £.=.045; 
self-direction. F(15,l 158)=2.02, £.=.012; and stimulation. F(9,l 161)=3.04, £.=.001. The multivariate 
effect of group was significant for three o f the four collectivist domains: benevolence. 
F(27,1137)=2.40; £.<.001; conformitv. F(12,1158)=2.93, £.=.001; and tradition. F fl8.11401=2.55. 
£.<.001. Groups did not differ in mean ratings for power values, but they did differ in ratings of 
values in the universalism domain, F(27,1140)=3.31, £.<.001.
Comparison o f  Groups ’ Mean Standardized Ratings
In order to control for individual- or group-level response biases, ratings for the 56 values 
were standardized within person. New motivational domain scores were derived as the average 
standardized rating of all values that corresponded to each domain. Individualism and collectivism 
scores were derived as averages of the four individualist and of the four collectivist motivational 
domain standard scores. Group mean standardized domain scores are presented in Table 12.
Groups’ standardized individualism and collectivism scores were compared in separate one­
way ANOVAs. Groups’ standardized Individualism scores did not differ, but significant differences 
between groups in collectivism were observed, F(3,388)=4.17, £.=.006. A Tukey post-hoc 
comparison o f  means indicated that the standardized rating assigned to Collectivist values by Latinos 
was significantly lower than the value assigned by Asians or Blacks; Whites did not differ from any 
other group. (See Table 12.)
Separate one-way MANOVAs were performed to compare groups’ standardized ratings of 
the sets of individualist, then the collectivist motivational domains. The multivariate tests were 
significant for both, F(12,1161)=2.03, £.=.019 and F(12,1161)=2.07, £.=.016, respectively. However, 
only the univariate tests for collectivist values o f conformity. F(3,388)=4.01, £.=.008, and tradition. 
F(3,388)=3.66, £.=.013, were significant. Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means indicated that
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
55
Black’s average standardized rating o f conformitv domain values were higher than those of Latinos 
and Whites but did not differ from Asians’. Post-hoc comparisons o f average standardized ratings of 
tradition domain values revealed that, though all groups assigned the lowest relative importance to 
that domain. Whites scored significantly lower than Asians. Neither group differed from Blacks or 
Latinos. (See Table 12.)
Mean standardized power value ratings did not differ across groups. However, Latinos’ 
standardized universalism score was significantly higher than scores of Asians, Blacks, and Whites, 
F(3,388)=5.88, e.=.001. (See Table 12.)
Groups’ standardized importance ratings of the sets of values included in each motivational 
domain were compared in a series of MANOVAs. A separate MANOVA was performed for each 
domain. Group mean standardized ratings and univariate effects for the values that compose the 
individualist, collectivist, and power and universalism domains are presented in Tables 13, 14, and 
15.
The multivariate effect of ethnic group was significant in two of the individualist domains: 
achievement. F(18,l 149)=1.95, £.=.010; and stimulation. F(9,l 161)=2.59, £.=.006. The multivariate 
effect of ethnic group was significant for the collectivist domains o f benevolence. F(27,l 137)=2.46, 
£.<.001; conformity. F(12,1158)=2.42, £.=.004; and tradition. F(18,l 140)=2.34, £.=.001. Groups’ 
ratings o f power domain values did not differ, but the multivariate effect o f ethnic group on 
universalism domain values was significant, F(27,l 140)=3.08, £.<.001.
Scenarios
Percentages of Individualist, Collectivist, HI, VI, HC, and VC options that were chosen for 
the 16 scenarios were computed for each participant. In order to compare the percentages of 
individualistand collectivist options selected on average by each group, a repeated measures 
MANOVA examining the within-subjects effect o f subscale and the between-subjects effects o f 
ethnic group was run. The significant multivariate effect o f subscale, F(l,362)=225.12, £.<.001, 
indicated that all groups selected significantly more individualist options (M=9.52) than collectivist
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options (M=6.48). A similar analysis comparing percentages of HI, VI, HC and VC options selected 
produced a significant multivariate effect of subscale, F(3,360)=399.79, £.<.001. All pairwise 
comparisons o f  means were significantly different. The mean numbers of the various types of options 
chosen did not differ across groups and were as follows: HI (M=6.32), HC (M=4.70), VI (M=3.20), 
VC (M= 1-78).
Convergence o f  Individualism-Collectivism Measures
Table 16 presents correlations between INDCOL subscales and scenario scores, and between 
INDCOL subscales and the motivational value domains. The observed correlations indicate that 
INDCOL scores did converge with subscale scores derived from the scenarios and with the 
individualist and collectivist motivational value domain scores.
Correlations between the INDCOL and scenario measures of individualism and between the 
two measures o f collectivism were positive and significant, while correlations between individualism 
and collectivism were negative. Correlations between the two measures of horizontal and vertical 
subtypes were .20 for vertical collectivism, .22 for horizontal collectivism, .27 for horizontal 
individualism, and .41 for vertical individualism. These coefficients were comparable to those 
reported by Triandis and Gelfand (1998), who found correlations between measures of .29 for VC,
.44 for HC, .11 for HI, and .51 for VI.
The INDCOL measures of individualism and collectivism were also positively and 
significantly related to comparable indices derived from the Schwartz Values Survey. INDCOL 
measures of collectivism and its subtypes were positively related to ratings of the four collectivist 
domains, and INDCOL measures of individualism and its subtypes were positively associated with 
ratings o f the four individualist motivational value domains. However, correlations between 
INDCOL collectivism and collectivist motivation domains were somewhat higher than correlations 
between INDCOL individualism and the individualist domains. Comparison o f correlations between 
INDCOL subtypes o f individualism and the individualist value domains, and o f the INDCOL HI and 
VI subscale scores and the mean individualist domain rating, suggest that the domains of
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achievement, hedonism, self-direction, and stimulation may be somewhat more reflective of 
horizontal individualism than of vertical individualism.
Importance of Life Domains
Importance to Self
Comparisons of group’s mean life domain importance ratings and of their mean within- 
person standardized ratings produced similar results. Predictions regarding group differences were 
not supported, and groups accorded comparable levels of importance to the various domains. 
Theoretically important findings include Blacks’ assignment of higher importance than other groups 
to Religion, Whites’ higher importance ratings of Romantic Relationships, and Asians’ and Whites’ 
higher standardized importance ratings of the Social domain.
Intragroup Patterns
Group mean ratings of life domain importance are presented in Table 17. Some notable 
similarities in within-group patterns were observed. All groups assigned the highest importance to 
the Family domain, and the lowest importance to the Political domain. Black and Latino samples 
assigned the second highest rating to Education, while Asian and White samples assigned the second 
highest rating to the Social Domain.
Comparison o f  Groups
A one-way MANOVA comparing importance ratings for the 10 life domains produced a 
significant multivariate effect of ethnic/racial group, F(30,l 140)=2.03, £.=.001. Group mean 
importance ratings and univariate effects are presented in Table 17.
Comparison o f  Groups ' Mean Standardized Ratings
The one-way MANOVA comparing groups’ standardized importance ratings o f the various 
domains produced a significant multivariate effect o f ethnic group, F(27,1140)=2.70, £.<.001. Mean 
standardized importance ratings and univariate effects are presented in Table 18.
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Relation to Individualism-Collectivistn
Correlational data provided support for the hypothesis that individualism and collectivism 
would be related to the relative importance individuals assigned to various life domains. Table 19 
presents correlations between mean importance ratings for the 10 life domains and the INDCOL 
measures o f individualism and collectivism. Across all samples combined, the importance ascribed to 
Career, Finances, and Individual Growth was positively associated with individualism, and 
individualism negatively predicted importance ratings of Religion. Collectivism was positively 
associated with importance ratings of Family and Religious domains.
There were several intragroup departures from the pattern observed for all subjects combined. 
Individualism was not related to Blacks’ importance ratings of Career, Finances, Individual Growth, 
or Religion, to Whites’ importance ratings o f Personal Growth, or to Latinos’ ratings of Religion. 
Individualism was related to the Asians’ importance ratings of Education. Collectivism was not 
related to Asians’ importance ratings of the Family domain, to Whites’ ratings of Family, or to 
Blacks’ ratings of Religion. Collectivism was positively associated with Latinos’ importance ratings 
of Education and to Whites’ ratings of the Political domain.
Importance to Group
Significant differences were observed for most domains in groups’ mean raw and 
standardized ratings of the importance of the domains to the cultural group. Results that supported 
predictions include Asians’ and Latinos’ higher ratings o f Family, and Whites higher ratings of 
Leisure. The relations between group levels o f individualism and collectivism and their ratings of the 
importance o f Career, Education, Finances, Religion, Romance, and Social domains to the group did 
not support predictions.
Intragroup Patterns
Group mean ratings o f life domain importance to the cultural group are presented in Table 20. 
The domains that emerged as the most important were Education, Career, Family, and Finances for
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the Asian sample; Finances and Family for the Black, sample; Family and Religion for the Latino 
sample, and Finances, Career, Family, and Social for the White sample.
Comparison o f  Groups
A MANOVA examining the effect of ethnic group on domain importance ratings produced a 
significant multivariate effect of ethnic group, F(30,996)=7.99, £.<.001. Univariate effects and mean 
ratings of the importance of the 10 life domains to the cultural group are presented in Table 20.
Comparison o f  Groups ' Mean Standardized Ratings
A one-way MANOVA comparing groups’ mean standardized ratings of importance of the 
various domains to the group produced a significant multivariate effect of ethnic group, 
F(27,966)=9.25, £.<.001. Univariate effects and mean standardized ratings are presented in Table 21.
Group Patterns of Self-efficacy 
The Generalized Self-efficacy Scale
The mean GSE score for all samples combined was 129.87 (sd=I7.68). Results o f a one-way 
ANOVA indicated significant differences between groups, F(3,393)=5.91, £.=.001. Consistent with 
prediction, generalized self-efficacy was lower in the more collectivist Asian sample than in all other 
groups. A Tukey post-hoc comparison of means indicated that the mean score for the Asian/Asian 
American sample (M=123.43) was significantly lower than the means for the Black/African 
American (M=134.37), Hispanic/Latino (M=131.15), and White (M=130.40) samples. An ANCOVA 
was performed to control for the influence o f the significant predictor, generation, F(l,389)=8.69, 
£.=.003. However, the influence o f ethnicity on GSE was still significant, F(3,389)=5.10, £.=.009. 
Adjusting group means for generation resulted in increases o f .52 points for Asians and .02 points for 
Latinos, and in decreases o f  .29 for Blacks and .25 for Whites.
The General Self-efficacy Scale
The overall mean on Jerusalem and Schwarzer’s 10-item General Self-efficacy Scale 
(Schwarzer et al., 1997) was 55.43. Results o f a one-way ANOVA indicated no differences between
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groups, F(3, 358)=1.05, £.=.369. Means for each group were as follows: Black (M=56.17), Latino 
(M=56.I4), White (M=55.21), and Asian (M=54.36).
Construct Validity o f  the GSE
Correlations between the GSE, the 10-item General Self-efficacy Scale, the Rosenberg (1965) 
Self-Esteem Scale, and the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985) are presented in Table 
22. The correlation between the two self-efficacy measures indicated somewhat lower than expected 
shared variance (r^=.37), and correlations between the GSE and measures of life satisfaction and self­
esteem were somewhat higher than comparable correlations between these measures and the 10-item 
scale. The association between self-esteem and GSE scores accounted for 36 percent of variance in 
GSE scores, and the association between satisfaction with life and GSE accounted for 22 percent of 
GSE variance. In comparison, associations with self-esteem and satisfaction with life accounted for 
27 and eight percent of variance in the 10-item General Self-efficacy Scale.
Satisfaction With Life
The overall mean on the SWLS was 24.24. Results of a one-way ANOVA indicated no 
significant differences among groups, F(3,186)=1.92, p.=.127. Means for the four groups were as 
follows: White (M=25.09), Latino (M=25.05), Black (M=23.54) and Asian (M=22.46).
Self-esteem
The overall mean on the RSE was 33.14. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare 
group means and indicated significant differences among groups, F(3,183)=2.73, p.=.045. A Tukey 
post-hoc comparison of means indicated a significantly higher mean for the Black sample (M=34.97) 
than for the Asian sample (M=32.00), but neither of these groups differed from the Latino (M=32.38) 
or White (M=22.23) samples.
Self-efficacy fo r  Life Domain Goals
Predictions regarding group differences in self-efficacy for life domains were not supported. 
Comparison of groups’ raw mean self-efficacy scores indicated significant differences in four 
domains, with Blacks’ scoring higher than one or more groups. However, comparison of groups’
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mean standardized ratings indicated differences only in the domain of Religion, with Blacks evincing 
greater efficacy than Asians.
Intragroup Patterns
Group mean efficacy ratings are presented in Table 23. All groups exhibited the highest 
mean self-efficacy ratings for goals in the Career, Education, and Financial domains, and the lowest 
mean efficacy ratings for goals in the Political domain.
Comparison o f  Groups
Group mean self-efficacy ratings, and group mean standardized self-efficacy ratings, were 
compared in a series o f one-way ANOVAs. The effect of ethnic group was significant in 
comparisons of self-efficacy ratings in the domains of Career, Politics, Religion, and Romantic 
Relationships (see Table 23.) However, in comparisons of groups’ mean standardized ratings, only 
the ANOVA comparing self-efficacy for goals related to the domain of Religion was significant (see 
Table 24).
Self-efficacy and Dimensions of Cultural Variation
Relationships Between the GSE and INDCOL Measures o f  Individualism and Collectivism
Correlations between the GSE and the INDCOL measures of individualism and collectivism 
are presented in Table 25. Partial correlations between GSE and INDCOL subscale scores, 
controlling for generation, are also presented in Table 25. Consistent with prediction, GSE was 
related to individualism for all groups combined. The strongest correlation was observed between 
GSE and HI.
HI was significantly associated with GSE within each of the four samples. (See Table 25).
HI was also the single significant predictor to emerge for each group in stepwise multiple regression 
equations predicting GSE score fi-om the four INDCOL subscales. (See Table 26). However, 
somewhat different patterns of relationships between GSE and other subscales were observed across 
groups. Though associations between VI and GSE were nonsignificant in all samples, the correlation 
between these variables was significantly higher among Asians compared to Blacks, for whom the
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coefficient was negative. VC was unrelated to GSE in all samples, and HC was significantly 
associated with GSE in the Latino sample only.
Relationships Between the GSE and Motivational Value Domains
Table 27 presents correlations between the GSE and motivational value domains. For all 
samples combined, GSE was significantly related to all domains except tradition, but somewhat 
different patterns were observed across groups. GSE was significantly correlated with individualist 
domains o f achievement for all samples, with self-direction for Asians and Whites, and with 
stimulation for all groups but Latinos. GSE was related to the collectivist domains of conformity for 
all groups but Latinos, and to securitv for Asians and Whites.
In order to clarify group relationships between generalized self-efficacy and the motivational 
value domains, stepwise multiple regressions predicting GSE from the domains were performed for 
each group (see Table 28). The achievement domain emerged as the single significant predictor for 
Black and White groups, conformitv was the single significant predictor for Asians, and stimulation 
was the single significant predictor for Latinos. In order to compare the relative influence of various 
domains across groups, regression equations that included all domains were also performed for each 
group. Results are presented in Table 29.
Domain Self-efficacy and Individualism-Collectivism
Correlations were computed between INDCOL measures o f individualism and collectivism 
and domain self-efficacy ratings for all groups combined. Individualism was not significantly related 
to self-efficacy for goals related to any domain, though collectivism was related to self-efficacy for 
Family (n=.13, £.=.009), Political (n=.18, £.=.002), and Religious (r=.16, £.=.003) goals. This finding 
provided partial support for the hypothesis that collectivists would experience greater efficacy for 
goals related to sociocentric domains of life experience.
For the Asian sample, neither individualism nor collectivism was associated with self- 
efficacy for goals related to any life domain. In the Black sample, individualism was inversely 
related to self-efficacy for Romantic goals (r=-.24, £.=.036). In the Latino sample, both individualism
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and collectivism were associated with Career goal self-efficacy (r=.2I, £.=.043, and r=.33, £.=.001, 
respectively), and collectivism was related to Political goal self-efficacy (r=.26, £.=.022). For the 
White sample, individualism was associated with self-efficacy for Financial goals (r=.20, £.=.040), 
and collectivism was related to self-efficacy for goals in the Family (r=.21, £.=.033), Political (r=.26, 
£.=.015), and Religious (r=.24, £.=.023) domains. No other significant group level correlations were 
observed.
Group Variations in Self-efficacy Appraisals
Predictors o f Self-efficacy fo r  Life Domain Goals
In order to evaluate the relative influences of different sources o f information on groups’ 
mean self-efficacy expectations, stepwise multiple regression equations were computed for each 
group’s mean self-efficacy rating for each domain. The equation predictors included GSE scores and 
ratings of four dimensions along which participants evaluated their domain goals: past success, 
prevalence of successful same-ethnicily models, encouragement from important others, and extent to 
which important others believe in ability to attain goal. Tables A1 through A8 in the appendix 
present groups’ regression equations for each domain.
Generalized Self-efficacy
Support was obtained for the hypothesis that generalized self-efficacy would contribute more 
to the domain goal efficacy expectations o f individualist groups compared to collectivist groups.
GSE score emerged as a significant predictor in only one o f the eight domains in the Asian sample, 
compared to five of the eight domains for the Latino sample, four domains for the White sample, and 
three domains for the Black sample. Table 30 presents groups’ unstandardized and standardized GSE 
regression coefficients for each domain.
Past Success
As predicted, past success emerged as a significant predictor o f domain goal efficacy for most 
groups in most domains, and it emerged more often than did any other predictor. However, past 
success was not included in final regression equations for the Asian sample in Career, Financial, or
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Political domains, or for the Latino sample in the Career domain. Table 30 presents groups’ 
unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients for this variable.
Social Support and Encouragement
Groups’ unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients for two variables, 
encouragement and others’ beliefs, are presented in Table 31. Support was obtained for the 
hypothesis that social sources of efficacy information would contribute more to the efficacy 
expectations of collectivist groups compared to individualist groups. One or both of these variables 
emerged as significant predictors for all domains in the Asian sample, for five domains in the Latino 
sample, for four domains in the White sample, and for three domains In the Black sample.
Others’ beliefs emerged in seven domains for Asians, three domains for Latinos, three 
domains for Whites, and two domains for Blacks. Encouragement emerged in five domains for the 
Asian sample, two domains for the Black sample, two domains for the Latino sample, and one 
domain for the White sample. However, encouragement negatively predicted self-efficacy for Asians 
in the Religious domain.
Ingroup Role Models
Table 32 presents groups’ unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients for 
ingroup role models. The hypothesis that availability of ingroup role models would contribute more 
to the efficacy expectations of collectivists compared to individualists was not supported. This 
variable emerged in equations in two domains for Whites, two domains for Latinos, one domain for 
Asians, and no domains for Blacks.
Generality o f  Self-efficacy Beliefs
In order to test the hypothesis that members of individualist groups would be more likely to 
generalize self-efficacy beliefs across life domains, separate reliability analyses of participants’ self- 
efficacy ratings for life domain goals were performed. As predicted, the greatest variance among 
self-efficacy ratings was observed for the Asian sample, who exhibited the highest overall 
collectivism scores; the lowest scale variance was observed for the White sample, who exhibited the
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highest overall individualism scores. These scale variances were significantly different, 
F(101,104)=1.43, £.<.05, Scale variance for the eight domain self-efficacy ratings are presented in 
Table 33. There were no significant differences among other groups in scale variance.
A second reliability analysis of seven of the eight domain efficacy ratings was performed. A 
considerable proportion of participants (N= 107) did not report personal goals related to the Political 
life domain, so reliability analyses of the remaining seven domains included larger samples for all 
groups. The rank-order of group scale variances, presented in Table 33, converged with predictions 
but differences between groups were not significant.
Facets of Collective Efficacy 
Perceived Similarity o f Ingroup Values
Group mean ratings of the global one-item measure of perceived within-group similarity were 
compared in a one-way ANOVA, and the effect o f ethnic/racial group was significant, F(3,379)=9.12, 
£.<.001. A Tukey post-hoc comparison of means indicated that the White sample on average 
(M=5.55) rated the similarity o f views among their group as significantly lower than did the Asian 
(M=6.70) or Latino (M=6.51) samples. None of these groups’ mean ratings differed significantly 
from that of the Black sample (M=6.08).
Comparison of the within-group variance in the global one-item measure o f ingroup 
similarity indicated that Asians’ similarity ratings (variance=2.37, sd=1.54) were significantly less 
variable than Whites’ (variance=3.50, sd=1.87), F(105,101)=1.48, £. (1-tailed) <.05. Within-group 
item variances for Blacks (variance=2.80, sd=l-67) and Latinos (variance=2.87, sd=1.69) did not 
differ from other groups.
A second global index o f perceived similarity of group values was derived by averaging 
across individuals’ ratings o f group similarity for the ten life domains. These averages were 
compared in a one-way ANOVA, which revealed a significant effect of ethnic group, F(3,349)=4.64, 
£.=.003. A Tukey post-hoc comparison o f means indicated that Latinos’ mean similarity rating
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(M=6.07), and Asians’ mean rating (M=5.90), were again both significantly higher than 
Whites’(M=5.32). Blacks’ mean rating (M=5.86) did not differ from the other groups.
Intragroup Patterns o f  Perceived Value Similarity
Groups’ mean ratings o f group similarity for goals related to 10 life domains are presented in 
Table 34. Asians reported the greatest ingroup similarity with respect to domains of Education, 
Family, Finances, and Career. For Blacks, the greatest ingroup similarity was reported for Family, 
Financial, Religious, and Social domains. Domains for which Latinos reported the most ingroup 
similarity were Family, Religion, Romantic, and Social. Whites reported the greatest similarity for 
Education, Social, Financial, and Family domains.
Comparison o f  Groups
Ratings of similarity o f group values with respect to the specific domains of life experience 
were compared in a one-way MANOVA. The multivariate effect of ethnic group was significant, 
F(30,1014)=8.34, £.<.001. Univariate effects were significant for all domains and are presented in 
Table 34.
Comparison o f Groups ' Mean Standardized Ratings
The one-way MANOVA comparing groups’ mean standardized similarity ratings for the 
various life domains produced a significant multivariate effect of ethnic group, F(27,999)=9.02, 
p.<.001. Significant univariate effects of ethnic group were observed in all domains except Politics 
and Personal Growth and are presented in Table 35. Overall, these results suggest Asians’ greater 
perceptions o f ingroup similarity in domains of Career, Education, Family, and Finances, compared to 
other groups, and their perceptions of greater ingroup heterogeneity with respect to Leisure,
Religious, Romantic, and Social domains. Though other group differences were observed, the overall 
pattern of results contrasted Asians with other groups.
Collective Action
Individuals’ ratings of the extent to which group members exert collective efforts toward 
goals in the ten life domains were averaged and compared in a one-way ANOVA. The effect o f
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ethnic group was significant, F(3,345)=8.04, £.<.001, and a post-hoc comparison o f means indicated a 
higher mean in the Latino sample (M=4.93) than in the Asian (M=4.43) or White (M=4.40) samples. 
None of these means differed from that o f the Black sample fM-4.69’).
Intragroup Patterns
Groups’ mean ratings of ingroup collective effort in the 10 life domains are presented in 
Table 36. Asians reported the highest levels of ingroup collective effort in Family, Religious and 
Social domains; Blacks in Religious, Family, Social, and Leisure domains; Latinos in Family, 
Religious, Social, and Leisure domains; and Whites in Social, Family, and Leisure domains.
Comparison o f  Groups
Ratings of group collective effort were compared in a one-way MANOVA. The multivariate 
effect of ethnic group was significant, F(30,999)=3.57, p.<.001. Group mean ratings and univariate 
effects are presented in Table 36.
Comparison o f  Groups ’ Mean Standardized Ratings
A significant multivariate effect of ethnic group on ratings of group collective action was 
observed, F(27,993)=3.27, p.<.001. Group means and univariate effects are presented in Table 37. 
Comparison of standardized ratings indicate greater perceptions of ingroup collective effort among 
Blacks in the Education domain, Asians and Latinos in the Financial domain, Asians and Blacks in 
Personal Growth, Blacks and Latinos in Religion, and Whites in Romantic and Social domains. 
Relationships Between Individalism-Collectivism and Facets o f  Collective Efficacy
Similarity o f  Ingroup Values
The one-item measure of perceived ingroup similarity was significantly related to 
collectivism (r=.26, £.=.001) but not to individualism (r=.08, £.=.111). The average of similarity 
ratings for values in the 10 life domains was also significantly related to collectivism (r=.29, £.=.001) 
but not to individualism Q^.l 1, £.=.051). Correlations for all samples combined between group 
similarity ratings for the 10 life domains and individualism-collectivism are presented in Table 38.
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Collective Effort
The average o f ratings for group collective effort in the 10 life domains was significantly 
related to collectivism (r=.19, £.=.001) but not to individualism 0^.09, £.=.725). Correlations for all 
samples combined between ratings o f group collective effort in the 10 life domains and 
individualism-collectivism are presented in Table 38.
Intragroup Variations in Self-efncacy 
Idiocentrics and Allocentrics Across Groups
Proportions of participants from each group who scored highest on HI, HC, VI, or VC 
subscales of both the INDCOL and the scenarios were computed. Only 59% of ail participants scored 
consistently across these two instruments. O f those participants, 70% scored highest on the HI 
subscales of both instruments, 24% scored highest on the HC subscales, 6% scored highest on VI 
subscales, and 0% scored highest on both VC subscales. Within-group proportions did not differ.
Fewer than 12% of all participants selected more collectivist than individualist scenario 
options, so the identification of idiocentric and allocentric individuals in each group was based on 
INDCOL individualism and collectivism subscale scores. Within groups, individuals who scored 
above tlie group median on individualism and below the group median on collectivism were 
categorized as idiocentrics. Participants who scored above the group median on collectivism and 
below the group median on individualism were categorized as allocentrics. Approximately one- 
quarter o f each sample fell into each category. Participants who scored above or below the group 
medians on both subscales were excluded from the following analyses that compared idiocentrics and 
allocentrics. The numbers of idiocentric and allocentric participants from each ethnic group, as well 
as their mean individualism and collectivism scores, are presented in Table 39.
Importance ofLife Domains to Idiocentrics and Allocentrics
Idiocentrics’ and allocentrics’ mean domain importance ratings are presented in Table 40. A 
two (idiocentric vs. allocentric) by four (ethnic group) MANOVA comparing the importance assigned 
to life domains produced a  significant multivariate main effect o f idiocentrism-allocentrism.
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F(10,183)=3.81, £.<.001 (effect size=.172). Some support was obtained for the prediction that 
allocentrics would accord greater importance to social domains of life experience than would 
idiocentrics. Allocentrics rated the domains of Family and Religion as significantly more important 
than did idiocentrics.
Idiocentrism-Allocentrism and Self-efficacy
A two (idiocentrism-allocentrism) by four (ethnic group) ANOVA comparing mean GSE 
scores produced a significant main effect of idiocentrism-allocentrism, F(3,I96)=5.32, £.=.022 (effect 
size=.026). As predicted, idiocentrics’ GSE scores (M=132.80) were significantly higher than 
allocentrics’ (M=126.83).
In order to compare idiocentrics’ and allocentrics’ self-efficacy for life domain goals, a two 
(idiocentric vs. allocentric) by four (ethnic group) MANOVA was performed. The multivariate main 
effect of idiocentrism-allocentrism was not significant, F(8,111)=1.74, £.=.096, nor was the 
multivariate interaction with ethnic group, F(24,339)=.79, £.=.750. Idiocentrics’ and allocentrics’ 
mean self-efficacy ratings by ethnic group are presented in Table 41.
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DISCUSSION
This research identified links between individuals’judgments o f self-efficacy and dimensions 
of cultural orientation, individualism and collectivism. Horizontal individualism was the strongest 
positive predictor of generalized self-efficacy for individuals in each of four ethnocultural groups. 
Despite restricted ranges of scores across groups on measures of individualism and collectivism, 
small average group differences were related to group variations in mean levels of self-efficacy, in the 
variability of individuals’ self-efficacy expectations, and in the relative predictive power of social and 
non-social sources of efficacy information.
Asian participants, who exhibited the most collectivist modal cultural orientation, evinced the 
lowest mean level of generalized self-efficacy; their self-efficacy expectations were also significantly 
more variable across life domains than those o f White participants, who exhibited the most 
individualist modal cultural orientation. Compared to the Asian sample, generalized self-efficacy 
expectations predicted self-efficacy judgments for personal goals in greater numbers of life domains 
among the more individualist White, Black, and Latino samples. Conversely, social sources of 
information, such as encouragement from ingroup members, emerged as significant predictors of 
individuals’ self-efficacy appraisals In a greater number of life domains for Asians than for White, 
Black, or Latino samples. In the following sections, some implications o f findings from this research, 
as well as directions for future research, are discussed.
Ethnocultural Variations in Individualism-Collectivism
One of the fundamental questions this research was designed to address concerns whether 
individualism-collectivism constructs, which have been used in cross-national research to characterize 
differences between cultural members’ value orientations, are suitable for characterizing variations in 
intra-cultural and ethnocultural orientations as well. Levels o f individualism and collectivism among 
groups of participants o f Asian, Black, Latino, and White European ethnic backgrounds were 
assessed using three methods.
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No differences were observed in groups’ patterns of responses to the set of scenarios 
developed by Triandis, Chen, and Chan (1998). This method requires respondents to choose between 
horizontal and vertical individualist and collectivist options and allows for sampling of HI, VI, HC, 
and VC responses with different probabilities. Though attitudinal measures of individualism and 
collectivism allow respondents to present themselves as more or less collectivist depending on the 
social desirability pressures in their society, across situations people will tend to sample cognitions 
that correspond to the dominant cultural pattern (Triandis et al., 1998). The similarity of group 
patterns of responses to the scenarios in the current study suggests one dominant cultural orientation 
for this group of Midwestern university students; all groups selected more horizontal than vertical, 
and more individualist than collectivist, options.
Groups’ scores on the attitudinal INDCOL measures also suggested similar modal 
orientations to one dominant cultural pattern. All groups exhibited relatively high levels of horizontal 
subtypes of individualism and collectivism, and somewhat lower levels of the vertical subtypes. 
However, some small but statistically significant differences in groups’ mean scores were also 
observed. Overall, Asians exhibited higher levels of collectivism than their White peers did, and they 
scored significantly higher on the vertical subtype than both the Latino and White samples.
Consistent with the findings of Gaines and his colleagues (1997), smaller differences were observed 
in groups’ levels o f individualism, though Asian participants scored significantly lower on the 
horizontal subtype than did Black and Latino participants.
Standardizing individual responses to INDCOL subscale items resulted in a somewhat 
different pattern of group scores. Asians’ standardized collectivism scores were higher than all other 
groups’ and significantly higher than Whites’; their standardized individualism scores were lower 
than all other groups’ and significantly lower than those of their White peers. Analysis o f horizontal 
and vertical subtypes o f individualism and collectivism indicated that Asian participants on average 
were also more strongly oriented to vertical values and less strongly oriented to horizontal ones 
compared to other groups. Asians scored significantly higher on vertical collectivism than Latinos
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and Whites, and significantly lower on horizontal individualism than all other groups. In summary, 
the primary differences to emerge across groups contrasted Asians' lower levels of horizontal 
individualism and higher levels o f vertical collectivism relative to other groups.
The largest observed differences between groups, differences in collectivism and especially 
in the vertical subtype, appeared to be related to group levels o f acculturation. However, ethnicity 
and generation were confounded in the samples studied. Asian participants primarily were either first 
generation or bom outside the U.S., Latino participants tended to be first or third generation, and 
Black and White participants were largely third generation. Across groups, first generation 
participants, primarily Asians and Latinos, and especially those bom outside the U.S., the majority of 
whom were Asian, exhibited considerably higher levels of collectivism than second and third 
generation participants. A longer family history in the U.S. also predicted higher levels of horizontal 
individualism. Controlling for generation eliminated significant effects of ethnic group on 
collectivism and on vertical collectivism. However, small group differences that indicated somewhat 
higher levels of horizontal individualism among Latinos and Blacks compared to Asians and Whites 
existed after controlling for generation.
It has been argued that individualism, which is prized by the dominant American culture, has 
been imposed on all groups in our society, and that most persons of color have become acculturated 
to individualist norms (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 1992; Gaines et al., 1997). Indeed, 
evidence of a link between acculturation and individualism was obtained in the current study. 
However, acculturation was even more strongly related to group levels o f collectivism. These 
findings indicate that the process of acculturation among ethnic minority groups in the U.S. goes 
beyond adaptation to individualist norms. Though idiocentric and allocentric tendencies may coexist 
within cultures and persons, it is unlikely that adaptation to individualist values would leave 
individuals’ views o f self in relation to the collective unchanged. Rather, the logical consequence of 
an increasing tendency to sample idiocentric norms, values, beliefs, attitudes, and self-definitions is a 
decreasing tendency to sample allocentric ones. Findings from this research suggest that as groups
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become increasingly acculturated to individualist norms and values, modifications that are even more 
dramatic are made to their views of collectivist ideals.
Despite the link between acculturation and group levels of collectivism, these findings are 
part of an accumulating body o f  evidence that suggests that the most important differences among 
cultural groups in the U.S. involve variations in views of the self in relation to a collective. However, 
existing measures that have proven effective in detecting cross-national differences in collectivism 
may not adequately reflect subtler differences among groups that have internalized European 
American individualist ideals. Instruments that tap more precise elements of group patterns of 
individualism and collectivism may prove to be the most effective for detecting and characterizing the 
ways in which groups’ modal value orientations differ. For example, assessing horizontal and 
vertical types of individualism and collectivism allows for the detection of differences that might be 
missed by measures that are more general.
Similarly, groups in the current study differed in their average endorsements of individualist 
and collectivist values from the Schwartz Values Survey. The most notable findings included Blacks’ 
and Asians’ higher endorsements o f values related to collectivist domains. Black participants 
accorded more importance to conformity domain values relative to other domains than did Latinos 
and Whites, while Asians assigned higher importance than Whites to tradition values. Asians’ higher 
collectivism scores based on the value ratings were consistent with the pattern of group INDCOL 
scores. However, Blacks’ higher importance ratings of conformity values resulted in a somewhat 
higher collectivism score than other groups, a difference that was not reflected by scores on the more 
general attitudinal measure. Latinos’ higher mean ratings of universal ism values also converged with 
their relatively high horizontal individualism INDCOL score and may reflect a greater cultural 
emphasis on horizontal ideals, such as status equality and social harmony.
Inspection o f the specific values that were differentially endorsed across groups suggests 
some of the unique aspects o f cultural “types” o f individualism and collectivism. For example.
Latino individualism incorporated achievement and stimulation values such as Influential. Daring.
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and AVaried Life more than did other group types of individualism. Black collectivism emphasized 
conformitv values, including Honoring Parents and Obedient, and spirituality or religion values such 
as Devout and A Spiritual Life. Asian collectivism incorporated tradition values such as Humble and 
Moderate. White and Asian collectivism emphasized the benevolence value. True Friendship. 
Differences in group mean ratings of universalism values also suggest some of the emic qualities of 
groups' horizontal value orientations. Latinos more than others endorsed Equalitv. Protecting the 
Environment. LTnitv with Nature, and A World of Beautv. Whites emphasized Protecting the 
Environment and A World o f Beautv. while Blacks stressed Equalitv.
The high degree of similarity in modal value orientations among samples was again 
illustrated by group patterns of domain importance ratings. All groups rated the Family domain as 
most important, and all groups assigned relatively low importance to Politics and Leisure. Except for 
Blacks, groups’ mean ratings of Religion were also quite low. Few differences among groups were 
observed in the mean importance assigned to life domains. However, importance ratings o f some of 
the domains were related to individualism and collectivism in predicted directions. Individualism 
positively predicted higher importance assigned to domains of Career, Finances, and Personal 
Growth, while collectivism predicted the importance assigned to Family and Religious domains.
Group levels of individualism and collectivism were expected to predict the importance 
assigned to domains o f life experience, but the results suggest that group’s modal orientations may 
instead determine within-group patterns of the relative importance ascribed to the various domains.
For example, all groups rated the Family domain as somewhat more important than the non-familial 
Social domain. However, the distinction between domains was especially large for Blacks and 
moderate for Asians and Latinos, while Whites discriminated less between these domains than other 
groups. The distinction between Family and Romantic domains was also smaller for White 
participants than for other groups, though Latinos also distinguished somewhat less between these 
domains than did Asians and Blacks. Whites’ tendency to discriminate less among interpersonal 
domains of life may derive from their lower levels o f collectivism, as collectivists tend to make
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stronger distinctions between ingroup and outgroup (Triandis et al., 1990). Likewise, the larger 
distinctions made among social domains by Asians and Blacks, especially between familial and 
romantic relationships, are consistent with their somewhat higher levels of vertical collectivism.
The overall lack o f support for predictions regarding group differences in the importance 
individuals assigned to various domains may also reflect variations in the content of their goals. 
Individualists’ and collectivists’ goals may differ in the degree to which they promote the welfare of 
the individual versus the group (Oettingen, 1995). Further, individualism-collectivism theory predicts 
greater congruence between personal and ingroup goals for collectivists; when conflict between 
personal and ingroup goals exists, collectivists will defer to the group more than will individualists 
(Triandis et al., 1990). To the extent that individualists’ goals across life domains serve the interests 
of the individual and collectivists’ goals serve the interests of a group, different cultural orientations 
may not predict the importance ascribed to life domains.
The importance assigned to a broad domain may also have different meanings across cultural 
contexts. When viewed through a Western individualist lens, domains of life experience such as 
education, career, and finances seem primarily to entail individualist values of achievement, self- 
actualization, self-direction, and even hedonism. However, individuals may form personal goals 
within these seemingly non-social domains that serve group interests to greater and lesser degrees, 
and the importance of these domains for some may derive fi-om concerns for the security or benefit of 
the family or other collective. Future research that examines the content of individuals’ goals and the 
extent to which they serve individual or collective interests may shed light on these findings.
Another important direction for future research will be the refinement and development of 
existing measures o f  individualism and collectivism to more adequately reflect the scope and varieties 
of cultural orientations that exist within the U.S. Results o f this study indicate the promise of a values 
approach for exploring intragroup variations in individualism and collectivism; empirical research on 
group value orientations may be useful for the development o f attitudinal measures that are more 
appropriate for assessing subtle but meaningfiil differences between groups. Future research that
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focuses on ethnic group patterns of values among samples that also vary in acculturation may be 
especially useful for clarifying the relationships among these variables. Cross-group comparisons o f 
value structures are also needed to determine whether the model developed through cross-national 
research adequately describes the ways in which specific values hang together for cultural groups in 
the U.S.
Efficacy and Individualism-CoUectivism
The second broad category of questions addressed by this research focused on variations in 
individuals’ and groups’ domain-specific, generalized, and collective efficacy expectations. Group 
variations in efficacy were predicted, and these differences were expected to exist as a function of 
differences in groups’ modal cultural orientations. More specifically, orientations to individualist and 
collectivist ideals were hypothesized to predict the levels and variability of individuals’ efficacy 
expectations and the weight accorded to social and non-social sources o f efficacy information. 
Self-efficacy for Life Domain Goals
Correlational data provided partial support for the hypothesis that a collectivist orientation 
would predict greater efficacy for goals related to sociocentric domains of life. Collectivism was 
related to individual self-efficacy for Family, Political, and Religious goals for all samples combined. 
However, departures from this pattern across groups indicated that group modal orientations have 
somewhat different consequences for the self-referent judgments o f members of different groups. For 
example, collectivism was positively related to self-efficacy in Family, Political, and Religious 
domains for White participants, but not to any of the three domains for Asians or Blacks, who 
exhibited somewhat higher mean standardized levels o f collectivism. For Latinos, who exhibited a 
level of collectivism that was somewhat higher than Whites’ and lower than Asians’ and Blacks’, 
collectivism was unrelated to self-efficacy in the domains of Family and Religion, but it was 
positively related to Political and Career goal self-efficacy. Individualism was unrelated to self- 
efficacy for all domains for all samples combined and less related overall to group mean levels of 
domain self-efficacy.
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In summary, collectivism was related to self-efficacy in a greater number o f sociocentric 
domains for the group that exhibited the lowest level of collectivism, and collectivism predicted self- 
efficacy in fewer domains among more collectivist groups. This trend suggests that individuals’ 
expectations of personal success in social life domains are less related to minor variations across 
persons in collectivism among groups that exhibit certain minimum overall levels of collectivism. In 
contrast, within groups that are less oriented to collectivist values, individual levels of collectivism 
are more critical to judgments of the self in relation to sociocentric life domains; the least group- 
oriented individuals evince the lowest self-efficacy expectations. The lower levels of self-efficacy 
exhibited by the most idiocentric individuals for interpersonal life domain goals may reflect in part 
the greater degree of conflict between personal and group goals. This interpretation is consistent with 
research that suggests greater compatibility between personal and ingroup goals in collectivist 
systems (Triandis et al., 1985; Triandis et al., 1990). More allocentric individuals may experience a 
greater sense of social support, derived from their group-orientation in general as well as the greater 
consistency between personal and group goals, that contributes to their more positive expectations for 
interpersonal life domain goals.
Group differences in domain goal self-efficacy were expected to exist as a function of 
differences in groups’ cultural value orientations. However, the only domain for which group 
differences in mean standardized self-efficacy ratings were observed was Religion. Consistent with 
their relative emphasis on values related to spirituality, and on the importance they assigned to the 
Religious life domain in general. Blacks evinced somewhat higher efficacy expectations than other 
groups, and significantly higher expectations than Asians.
The similarity o f the four groups’ patterns o f assigned importance to the various life domains 
may be explained by the high degree of similarity in their value orientations; differences between 
groups in mean levels of individualism and collectivism were small. That these differences were not 
reflected in group patterns of life domain importance raises issues related to the meanings of 
individuals’ goals in different cultural contexts, the extent to which goals promote the welfare o f the
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individual versus the group, and the degree to which the welfare o f the individual and the group are 
interwoven. Even activities in areas o f life such as Personal Growth that seem to promote goals 
which, to the Western eye, are clearly self-focused and individualist, may be viewed by collectivists 
as beneficial to and dependent on the functioning of the ingroup. Moreover, domains o f experience 
such as Family may be so intrinsically concerned with the welfare o f the group that all persons, 
regardless of their relative emphases on individualist and collectivist values in general, develop to 
some extent allocentric motivations, cognitions, and values in relation to their families. Future 
research that focuses on the content of individuals’ goals is needed to further clarify tliese issues.
Somewhat greater support was obtained for hypotheses regarding the relative predictive 
power of social and non-social sources o f information on groups’ domain self-efficacy appraisals. 
Different patterns of predictors emerged for Asians than for other groups, suggesting specific 
differences among groups in the extent to which various types of information influence individuals’ 
self-efficacy expectations. Social sources o f information emerged as significant predictors of Asians’ 
self-efficacy in all eight domains examined, compared to three, four, and five domains for Blacks, 
Whites, and Latinos. Generalized self-efficacy predicted Asians’ self-efficacy in one domain, 
compared to three, four, and five domains for Blacks, Whites, and Latinos. In general, social sources 
of information predicted self-efficacy for all groups in interpersonal domains such as Politics, 
Religion, and Family and Social relationships. While social sources of information appear to be 
influential for all groups in sociocentric life domains, this pattern was especially pronounced in the 
most collectivist group. In contrast, generalized self-efficacy expectations appear to be less import 
predictors of self-efficacy in specific life domains for collectivists than for individualists.
Asians’ self-efficacy ratings were also somewhat more variable across domains than other 
groups, and significantly more so than White participants’. This finding is consistent with past 
research that indicates a greater tendency among individualists than collectivist to generalize 
knowledge about persons, including the self, across contexts (Bond & Cheung, 1983; Miller, 1984; 
Shweder & Bourne, 1984; Triandis etal., 1990; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Stigler, Smith, & Mao,
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1995). The greater variability of Asians’ self-efficacy judgments is consistent with an interpretation 
that collectivists’ perceptions of personal agency are based less on internal and generalized self­
appraisals and more on evaluations of the self in specific contexts.
These results challenge assumptions regarding the universal nature of self-efficacy appraisal. 
They also call into question the appropriateness of the use of generalized self-constructs in 
psychological research with individuals from predominantly collectivist cultures. Experimental 
research that examines the relative influences o f different sources of efficacy information may shed 
light on the ways in which culture affects self-efficacy appraisals. For example, given competing 
information from social and non-social sources (e.g., an ingroup member’s appraisal and an 
“objective” performance appraisal), do individualists and collectivists differently weight these sources 
in their self-efficacy appraisals for specific tasks? Future research that examines the developmental 
antecedents of self-efficacy across cultural contexts may also suggest more specifically the ways in 
which sociocultural contexts influence the types of efficacy information that are made available to 
cultural members, and how these sources o f information are evaluated.
Generalized Self-efficacy
Consistent with prediction, the lowest mean level of generalized self-efficacy was observed 
for the most collectivist group; Asians scored significantly lower than all other groups on GSE. 
Horizontal individualism was most positively associated with generalized efficacy expectations for all 
ethnic group samples, though vertical individualism was somewhat more related to GSE for Asians 
than for other groups, and significantly more so than for Latinos. These findings suggest that, for 
collectivists, the experience of generalized personal agency is related to individualism, in either its 
horizontal or vertical form. However, for individualists, generalized self-efficacy is predicted by 
horizontal individualism in particular, and by a horizontal orientation in general. This interpretation 
is supported by the relatively larger correlations between GSE and horizontal collectivism than 
vertical collectivism for Whites.
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Tafarodi and Swann (1996) have argued that a collectivist orientation, which entails 
deference to the group and constraints on personal choice, presents challenges to aspects of the self 
that are related to competence. The results presented here indicate that for individualists, so too may 
a vertical orientation. Horizontal and individualist orientations may serve to enhance individuals’ 
Judgments of personal agency. The individualist emphasis on personal autonomy may facilitate the 
experience of agency by more often placing persons in situations where they are able to witness the 
effects of their independent efforts on the world, and by placing greater value on the outcomes of 
those efforts. Further, horizontal individualist values that stress uniqueness and appreciation of 
individual differences render the individual his or her own standard of comparison. In contrast, 
vertical individualist competition may promote the more fi’equent use of social comparison in judging 
the self and, consequently, somewhat more severe self-judgments.
An individualist orientation may provide an additional buffer against negative self-appraisals. 
Evidence that collectivists generalize their self-efficacy expectations across contexts less than do 
individualists and that generalized efficacy expectations are more related to individualists’ 
expectations of mastery for specific goals suggests that individualists base their self-appraisals to a 
greater extent on internal, relatively stable assumptions about the self. To the extent that self­
enhancing biases operate to influence these self-referent judgments, individualists may evince greater 
efficacy across situations.
Collective Efficacy
Perceptions of ingroup similarity, and of the extent to which ingroup members exert 
collective action, were significantly associated with collectivism. White participants reported lower 
levels of ingroup similarity than did other groups, and perceptions o f ingroup effort were highest 
among Latinos. White participants reported significantly greater levels of collective effort than other 
groups in the non-familial Social domain. Compared to other groups, they also distinguished less and 
in the opposite direction between Family and non-familial Social groups; that is, they reported greater 
levels o f ingroup collective effort in the Social than in the Family domain. These results are in
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accordance with the finding that White participants distinguished less than other groups between the 
importance assigned to Family and non-familial Social relationships.
Collective efficacy may affect to varying degrees individuals’ well-being and functioning, 
and results from group-level data have some implications for the measurement of collective efficacy 
across ethnocultural groups in the U.S. Results from this study suggest that individual perceptions of 
group functioning may be less critical to individualists overall, and that they may be more relevant to 
the functioning of all persons in certain domains. For example, all groups indicated relatively high 
levels of group effort in Family, Religious, and Social domains, suggesting that assessment of 
collective efficacy at the level of the family, religious, or social group may be appropriate regardless 
of cultural orientation.
Intragroup Variations in the Consequences of Idiocentrism and Ailocentrism 
Few significant differences between idiocentrics and allocentrics were observed in the 
importance they assigned to various life domains, and there were no differences in their mean self- 
efficacy levels for life domain goals. However, the patterns of nonsignificant differences between 
idiocentrics’ and allocentrics’ ratings across ethnic groups may suggest some different consequences 
of individual- and group-orientations.
On average, idiocentrics accorded somewhat more importance to domains of Career,
Finances, and Leisure. However, Black idiocentrics assigned somewhat less importance to Career 
and Finances than did Black allocentrics, and the Leisure domain was somewhat less important to 
White idiocentrics than to White allocentrics. Idiocentrics’ and allocentrics’ ratings of the Political 
domain were very similar overall. However, Black and White idiocentrics rated this domain as 
somewhat less important than did their allocentric counterparts, and a reverse pattern was observed 
for Asian and Latino samples. Overall, allocentrics rated domains of Education, Family, Personal 
Growth, Religion, Romance, and Social relationships as somewhat more important than did 
idiocentrics. These patterns were reversed for Asians in the domain o f Education, for Latinos in the 
Romantic domain, and for Blacks in the Social domain.
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Idiocentrics’ self-efficacy ratings were somewhat higher on average for Career, Education, 
and Finances. However, Latino idiocentrics’ and allocentrics’ self-efficacy for Career goals were 
very similar, and Latino and White idiocentrics and allocentrics differed little in their self-efficacy for 
Financial goals. Idiocentrics and allocentrics overall exhibited very similar mean levels of self- 
efficacy for Family goals; however, while idiocentric Asians, Blacks, and Latinos expressed 
somewhat higher self-efficacy in this domain than their allocentric counterparts. White allocentrics 
evinced somewhat greater self-efficacy than White idiocentrics. In the Political, Religious, Romantic, 
and Social domains, allocentrics overall reported somewhat higher self-efficacy than idiocentrics. 
However, Asian idiocentrics in the Political domain, and Black idiocentrics in the Religious and 
Social domains reported somewhat higher self-efficacy than allocentrics, while Asian idiocentric and 
allocentrics were nearly identical in their self-efficacy for goals in the Social domain.
Conclusions
This research demonstrated that individuals’ cultural orientations are related to their self­
referent judgments of personal agency. Small average differences between ethnic groups in 
individualism and collectivism were associated with variations in individuals’ judgments and 
experiences o f self-efficacy. Collectivism was associated with lower levels o f generalized self- 
efficacy, greater variability o f personal self-efficacy judgments across life domains, greater 
correspondence between judgments o f self-efficacy and social sources o f efficacy information, and 
perceptions among cultural group members o f their groups’ higher levels of collective action. 
Individualism was associated with higher levels of generalized self-efficacy, less variability in self- 
efficacy across life domains, and greater correspondence between self-efficacy for life domain goals 
and generalized self-efficacy beliefs.
One of the greatest strengths of this research is the inclusion o f ethnically different participant 
samples. The separate treatment o f Asian, African American, Latino, and White participant samples 
allowed for the identification o f some o f the emic elements o f these broad groups’ cultural value 
orientations. While additional work with ethnic populations other than college students is needed.
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this work provides direction for future research that aims to identify aspects of individuals’ cultural 
value and belief systems that are likely to impact their experiences and functioning in a variety of 
contexts. More adequate descriptions and understandings of ethnocultural value systems will also 
facilitate the interpretation of differences among groups.
This research also has broader implications for cross-cultural psychology. It challenges 
assumptions regarding the universal nature of self-efficacy appraisal and illustrates some of the ways 
in which self-efficacy judgments may differ in individualist and collectivist societies. It suggests that 
generalized self-efficacy constructs may have limited or different meaning in collectivist cultures, and 
it addresses fundamental issues related to the measurement of collective efficacy and to its 
significance across cultural contexts.
An important task for personality-social psychologists today is to extend the reach of our 
discipline to encompass a more diverse set of personal and social identities. Indeed, the call for cross­
ethnic research that probes the boundaries of claims regarding the universal nature of psychological 
experience and functioning is not new. The examination of sociocultural factors that may contribute 
to differences in group patterns of functioning is critical to the complementary goals of understanding 
diversity and identifying universals in human psychological experience. The research described in 
this report illustrates some ways in which theory-driven investigation of the relations between cultural 
variables and individual experience can broaden understanding o f  processes as complex as the 
experience of human agency.
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TABLES
Table l
Acculturation Variables bv Ethnie Group
Asian Black Latino White
(N=103) (N=89) (N=97) (N=lll)
Citizenship'
% U.S. Citizens 78 97 96 94
Generations in U.S."
% 3"* Generation 6 81 44 75
% 2"‘‘ Generation 2 2 13 8
% 1" Generation 51 11 37 9
% Not bom in U.S. 41 6 8 8
Lanauaee Ability"
% English First Language 33 92 50 85
% Bilingual 29 2 35 6
% Other First Language 38 6 13 9
Laneuaae Use
% Speak English at Home'* 68 95 68 90
% Speak English with Friends 89 96 95 95
Religion'
% Atheist/agnostic 22 2 11 11
% Buddhist 8 1 1 —
% Catholic 23 21 70 41
% Hindi 17 — — —
% Jewish — -- 1 5
% Muslim 1 — — 1
% Protestant 28 58 10 36
% Other 1 17 6 6
'"These proportions differed significantly across groups, x’(9,N=397)=183.0I, £.<.001. 
These proportions differed significantly across groups, %%N=400)=124.49, £.<.001. 
These proportions differed significantly across groups, %'(6,N=400)=41.08, £.<.001. 
These proportions differed significantly across groups, x\24,N=400)=184.18, £.<.001.
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Table 2
Demographic Information bv Ethnie Group
Asian Black Latino White
(N=103) (N=89) (N=97) (N=lll)
Father’s Education 5.50“ 4.58*’ 3.67' 5.12''"
Mother’s Education 4.67' 4.51' 3.36" 4.95'
Household Size 4.65' 4.10" 4.92' 4.82'
Median Household Income $60 $45 $50 $70
Mean Household Income $63'-" $50' $53"’' $70'
Note: Participants reported Father’s and Mother’s Education using this rating scale: 1-Iess than high school; 2- 
some high school; 3-completed high school; 4-some college; 5-college degree; 6-some graduate work; 7- 
graduate degree. Household Income is reported in $l,OOOs.
“•"■'Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to a 
Tukey post-hoc comparison of means.
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Table 3
Support Network Variables bv Ethnie Group
Asian Black Latino White
(N=103) (N=89) (N=97) (N=lll)
% Mother in Household 95 98 99 99
% Father in Household 91 64 84 91
% Grandparent in Household 22 18 14 9
% Extended Family in Household 8 10 8 2
Number of relatives in city/town 9.8" 29.07" 16.03“ 9.66“
Number of relatives in neighborhood 4.62 9.23 7.71 5.35
Number of relatives can ask for financial assistance 4.20“ 723" 6.51 5.24
Number of relatives can go to with personal matters 2.66" 4.57" 4.64" 4.50"
Number of others can ask for financial assistance 4.48 2.73 2.34 2.54
Number of others can go to with personal matters 5.15 3.11 3.88 4.72
Friends of similar ethnic heritage 3.67" 5.01" 2.52' 5.24"
Note: There were significant differences among groups in the proportion of participants for whom fathers were 
present in household, x^(3,N=400)=30.l7, £.<.001. Participants reported proportions of their close Mends who 
have ethnic heritages similar to themselves using this rating scale: 1-none; 2-fewer than 25%; 3-more than 
25%, but fewer than half; 4-about half; 5-more than half, but fewer than 75%; 6-more than 75%; 7-all. 
"’"■'Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to a 
Tukey post-hoc comparison of means.
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Table 4
Correlations Among Demographic and Acculturation Variables
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Generation" 1.00
2. Years in U.S." .40 1.00
3. Father’s Education' .05 .02 1.00
4. Mother’s Education" .13 -.01 .19 1.00
5. Household Size' -.08 -.08 -.08 -.13 1.00
6. Household Income' .10 .04 .09 .41 .02 1.00
7. Relatives in Town® .12 -.01 -.01 -.09 -.03 -.20 1.00
8. Relatives in Neighborhood" .05 -.02 -.08 .13 .10 -.18 .67 1.00
9. Same Ethnicity Friends .20 -.08 .06 .06 -.05 -.08 .16 .14 1.00
Note: All coefficients .11 or greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed). Sample sizes range from
318-397.
“Generation was also significantly correlated with variable 3 in the Asian and Latino samples and with 6 in the 
Asian and Latino samples. It was not correlated with 4 in the Asian or White samples; with 7 in the Black, 
Latino, or White samples; or with 9 in the Latino or White samples. Generation was inversely related to 5 in 
the Black sample
"Years in the U.S. was significantly correlated with 4,7, 8 (negatively), and 10 (negatively) in the Asian sample. 
'Father’s education was significantly correlated with 7 in the Asian, Latino, and White samples; with 8 
(negatively ) in the Asian and Latino samples; and with 10 (negatively) in the Latino sample.
"Mother’s education was not significantly correlated with 6 in the Black or White samples; with 7 in the White 
sample; with 9 in the Asian, Black, Latino, or White samples; it was significantly negatively correlated with 10 
in the Latino and White samples.
'Household size was significantly correlated with 9 in the Asian and Latino samples.
'Household income was not significantly correlated with 8 or 9 in any sample.
^Number of relatives in same town was not significantly correlated with 10 in the Asian or White sample. 
"Number of relatives in same neighborhood was not significantly correlated with 10 in the Asian, Black, or 
White samples.
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Table 5
INDCOL Subscale Scores bv Ethnic Group
Asian Black Latino White Effect
Subscale (N=103) (N=87) (N=96) (N=110) Size (q-)
Individualism 101.21 (14.63) 100.49 (13.82) 103.08 (13.29) 101.11 (13.43) .005
Collectivism 106.42* (13.48) 101.59 (13.98) 102.61 (12.54) 99.45" (12.85) .038
Horizontal END 56.84" (6.81) 59.67* (5.99) 59.54" (6.07) 57.82 (6.48) .034
Vertical IND 44.37 (10.99) 40.69 (11.65) 43.56 (11.15) 43.29 (10.86) .010
Horizontal COL 56.09 (5.62) 54.49 (8.44) 56.00 (7.10) 54.86 (7.11) .013
Vertical COL 50.33“ (10.31) 47.11 (8.69) 46.6l"(8.57) 44.64" (8.18) .053
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on the HI, VI, HC, and VC subscales was .039.
“•"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to a 
Tukey post-hoc comparison of means.
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Table 6
Standardized INDCOL Subscale Scores bv Ethnic Group
Asian Black Latino White Effect Size
Subscale (N=103) (N=89) (N=97) (N=lll) (Eta-squared)
Individualism -.07" (.28) -.05 (.25) .01 (.24) .03“ (.29) .020
Collectivism .07“ (.28) .00 (.24) -.01 (.24) -.03" (.29) .020
Horizontal Individualism .32" (.36) .51“ (.30) .47“ (.30) .45“ (.33) .046
Vertical Individualism -.45 (.48) -.52 (.45) -.44 (.46) -.39 (.49) .010
Horizontal Collectivism .25 (.34) .20 (.35) .25 (.34) .27 (.34) .005
Vertical Collectivism -.12“ (.41) -.19 (.36) -.27" (.35) -.32" (.42) .044
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on the standardized HI, VI, HC, and VC subscales was .031.
“■"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to a 
Tukey post-hoc comparison of means.
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
90
Table 7
Correlations Between Individualism-Collectivism and Acculturation and Demographic Variables
Individualism
All Asian Black Latino White
(N=343-397) (N=85-102) (N=77-88) 04=86-97) (N=95-lll)
Generation .02 .08 -.01 .05 .01
Years in U.S. .02 .07 -.01 .02 .02
Father’s Education -.12 -.14 -.17 -.07 -.15
Mother’s Education -.07 -.02 .02 -.11 -.07
Household Size .00 .06 -.03 -.03 -.02
Household Income -.02 .02 -.04 .06 -.11
Relatives in Town -.03 -.09 .02 -.07 -.01
Relatives in Nbrhood -.02 .05 -.05 -.02 -.04
Same Ethnicity Friends -.06 -.07 -.14 .13 -.02
Collectivism
All Asian Black Latino White
(N=344-397) (N=85-102) (N=78-88) (N=87-97) (N=94-110)
Generation -.26 -.21 -.21 -.32 -.05
Years in U.S. -.06 -.18 .12 -.13 -.06
Father’s Education -.05 -.09 -.09 -.07 -.01
Mother’s Education -.08 -.07 -.04 -.22 .06
Household Size .10 .08 .08 .29 -.03
Household Income -.01 -.11 -.02 .01 .12
Relatives in Town .07 .29 .09 .05 .05
Relatives in Nbrhood .08 .22 .06 .11 .05
Same Ethnicity Friends .09 .39 .03 .21 .08
Note: Coefficients . 11 and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed) for all samples combined. 
Coefficients .21 and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed) for Asian, Black, Latino, and White 
samples.
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Table 8
Motivational Domain Scores bv Ethnie Group
Domain
Asian
(N=99-101)
Black
(N=82-86)
Latino
(N=92-94)
White
(N=109-lll)
Effect Size 
(Eta squared)
Individualism 5.43" ( .83) 5.77“ (.70) 5.68 (.79) 5.52 (.84) .027
Achievement 5.71'(.77) 6.16“ (.61) 6.13“-" (1.09) 5.85"' ( .72) .050
Hedonism 5.35" (1.23) 5.90“ (1.07) 5.46 (1.44) 5.58 (1.26) .024
Self-Direction 5.55" ( .96) 5.92“ (.71) 5.76 (.82) 5.64 (.83) .025
Stimulation 5.09 (1.18) 5.11 (1.19) 5.39 (1.13) 5.00 (1.23) .015
Collectivism 5.02" ( .74) 5.33“ (.65) 5.07 (.71) 4.88" (.81) .045
Benevolence 5.65" (.81) 5.97“ ( .68) 5.82 (.73) 5.65" (.94) .025
Conformity 5.38" (1.01) 5.83“ (.89) 5.44" (.97) 5.23" (1.07) .045
Security 5.07 (.82) 5.36 ( .77) 5.23 ( .76) 5.12 (.82) .018
Tradition 3.96" (1.12) 4.17“ (.99) 3.81 (1.12) 3.52" (1.26) .043
Power 4.07 (1.56) 4.28 (1.25) 4.18 (1.33) 4.10 (1.46) .003
Universalism 5.06" ( .83) 5.21 (.87) 5.50“ (.90) 5.05" (.95) .040
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. Effect sizes for multivariate effects of ethnic group on 
the four individualist and the four collectivist domain scores were .036 and .028, respectively.
“■"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 9
Individualist Value Ratines bv Ethnic Group
Asian Black Latino White Univariate Effects
Value (N=99-101) (N=82-86) (N=92-94) (N=109-lll)
Achievement
Ambitious 5.40'’ (1.26) 5.88“ (.99) 5.69 (1.16) 5.61 (1.16) F(3,386)=2.88, p.=.036
Capable 6.01 (.84) 6.08 (.88) 6.12 (.85) 5.99 ( .80) —
Influential 5.19^(1.41) 5.74(1.23) 6.28“ (5.24) 5.22" (1.47) F(3,386)=3.24, £.=.022
Intelligent 5.83^(1.27) 6.36“ ( .85) 6.30“ ( .83) 6.15 (.96) F(3,386)=5.40, £.=.001
Self-Respect 6.02" ( .99) 6.49“ (.95) 6.29 ( .97) 6.07" (1.04) F(3,386)=4.39, £.=.005
Successful 5.83" (1.20) 6.40“ ( .83) 6.10 (.99) 6.05" (1.00) F(3,386)=4.96, £.=.003
Hedonism
Enjoying Life 5.63 (1.28) 6.10 (1.19) 5.68 (1.64) 5.93 (1.36) —
Pleasure 5.06" (1.50) 5.71“ (1.18) 5.27 (1.65) 5.24 (1.46) F(3,387)=6.94, £.=.022
Self-Direction
Choose Goals 5.65" (1.45) 6.33“ ( .83) 5.98 ( .97) 6.02 (.94) F(3,388)=6.04, £.<.001
Creativity 5.28 (1.38) 5.63 (1.41) 5.45 (1.25) 5.12 (1.51) —
Curious 5.20 (1.37) 5.31 (1.47) 5.37 (1.39) 5.25 (1.34) —
Freedom 6.02 (1.13) 6.21 (1.05) 6.05 (1.25) 6.13 (.97) —
Independent 5.62" (1.41) 6.13“ (1.25) 5.98 (1.01) 5.71 (1.34) F(3,388)=3.20, £.=.023
Stimulation
Daring 4.53 (1.46) 4.28 (1.74) 4.86 (1.62) 4.28 (1.76) F(3,387)=7.26, £.=.048
Exciting Life 5.58 (1.37) 6.03 (1.31) 5.73 (1.38) 5.55 (1.49) —
Varied Life 5.15(1.47) 5.03" (1.67) 5.63“ (1.35) 5.16 (1.55) F(3,387)=6.41, £.=.040
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“’•’Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 10
Collectivist Value Ratines bv Ethnie Group
Value
Asian
(N=99-101)
Black
(N=82-86)
Latino
(N=92-94)
White
(N=109-lll)
Univariate Effects
Benevolence
Forgiving 5.31 (1.44) 5.41 (1.64) 5.58 (1.30) 5.50 (1.22) —
Helpful 5.64 (1.11) 5.69 (1.35) 5.62 (1.38) 5.20 (1.53) F(3,385)=2.92, £.=.034
Honest 5.99 (99) 6.15 (.94) 6.25 (1.03) 6.31 (3.90) —
Loyal 6.09 (.94) 6.19 (1.03) 6.29 (.82) 6.00 (1.00) —
Mature Love 5.98 (1.31) 6.13 (1.26) 6.30 (.95) 6.05 (1.32) —
Meaning in Life 5.76 (1.42) 6.15“ (.93) 5.86 (1.43) 5.44" (1.77) F(3,385)=4.08, £.=.007
Responsible 5.80 (1.07) 6.08 (1.09) 6.04 (.98) 5.87 (.97) —
Spiritual Life 4.40" (2.50) 5.26“ (1.73) 4.16" (2.35) 4.04" (2.42) F(3,385)=5.98, £.=.001
Friendship 6.42 (85) 6.40 (.82) 6.25 (1.11) 6.47 (.76) —
Conformity —
Honor Parents 5.89"’“ (1.26) 6.35“ (.82) 6.18“’" (1.06) 5.63“ (1.19) F(3,387)=8.17,£.<.001
Obedient 4.56 (1.63) 5.16“ (1.75) 4.45" (1.67) 4.35" (1.77) F(3,387)=4.19, £.=.006
Politeness 5.43 (1.39) 5.91 (1.00) 5.53 (1.24) 5.47 (1.49) “
Self-Discipline 5.68 (1.23) 5.95 (1.17) 5.49 (1.42) 5.55 (1.37) —
Security
Clean 4.44 (1.82) 5.14 (1.59) 4.84 (1.64) 4.55 (1.75) —
Family Security 6.35 (.93) 6.47 (1.07) 6.43 (1.10) 6.40 (.84) —
Healthy 6.31 (.83) 6.52 ( .92) 6.38 (.86) 6.25 ( .90) —
National Security 3.56 (1.96) 4.02 (1.87) 3.39 (2.07) 3.74 (1.97) —
Reciprocate Favors 4.84 (1.42) 5.22 (1.51) 5.21 (1.44) 5.05 (1.18) —
Belonging 5.45 (1.36) 5.24 (1.60) 5.43 (1.55) 5.51 (1.27) —
Social Order 4.61 (1.27) 4.94 (1.53) 4.76 (1.56) 4.43 (1.69) —
Tradition
Accept Portion 3.58 (1.94) 3.30 (2.26) 3.09 (2.45) 2.83(2.31) —
Detachment 2.81(2.22) 2.71 (2.27) 2.52 (2.21) 2.12 (2.20) —
Devout 3.42" (2.55) 4.89“ (2.02) 3.66" (2.57) 3.96" (2.59) F(3,383)=6.07, E-<-001
Humble 5.44“ (1.24) 5.43“ (1.31) 5.22(1.60) 4.86" (1.71) F(3,383)=3.35, £.=.019
Moderate 4.06“ (1.81) 4.05“ (2.02) 3.61 (2.22) 3.07" (2.32) F(3,383)=4.98,£.=.002
Respect Tradition 4.57 (1.72) 4.62(1.76) 4.72 (1.86) 427(1.58) -
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“•"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 11
Power and Universalism Value Ratines bv Ethnie Group
Asian Black Latino White Univariate Effects
Value (N=99-101) (N=82-86) (N=92-94) (N=109-l 11)
Power
Authority 4.12 (1.74) 4.78 (1.59) 4.81 (1.74) 4.56 (1.42) —
Preserving Image 4.34 (1.73) 4.34 (1.80) 4.09 (2.16) 4.19 (1.73) —
Social Power 3.11 (3.72) 2.77 (2.38) 2.74 (2.24) 2.86 (4.60) —
Social Recognition 4.30 (1.90) 4.57 (1.82) 4.57 (1.90) 4.49 (1.72) —
Wealth 4.49 (2.04) 4.93 (1.89) 4.68 (1.91) 4.40 (1.83) —
Universalism
Broad-Minded 5.56 (1.31) 5.43 (1.37) 5.84 (1.21) 5.54 (1.46) —
Equality 5.73" (1.30) 6.36* (1.22) 6.16 (1.22) 5.43" (1.47) F(3,386)=9.93, £.<.001
Inner Harmony 5.65" (1.46) 6.23“ (1.21) 5.96 (1.31) 5.69" (1.48) F(3,386)=3.57,£.=.014
Protect 4.18 (1.63) 3.98" (1.62) 4.67“ (1.64) 4.57“ (1.50) F(3,386)=3.90, £.=.009
Environment
Social Justice 4.9l"’“(1.45) 5.34“’"(1.34) 5.43“ (1.20) 4.73“ (1.32) F(3,386)=6.17,£.<.001
Unity with 3.72" (1.89) 3.67" (2.08) 4.47“ (1.79) 3.69" (1.85) F(3,386)=3.93, £.=.009
Nature
Wisdom 5.90 (.95) 6.09 (.92) 6.21 (.93) 5.92 (1.08) —
World at Peace 4.98 (1.67) 5.26 (1.77) 5.46 (1.58) 5.06 (1.67) —
World of Beauty 4.92 (1.43) 4.49" (2.07) 5.31“ (1.59) 4.83 (1.58) F(3,386)=3.69, £.=.012
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“’"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 12
Standardized Motivational Domain Scores bv Ethnic Group
Domain
Asian
(N=101)
Black
(N=86)
Latino
(N=94)
White
(N=lll)
Effect Size 
(Eta squared)
Individualism .19 (.30) .24 024) .22 (.29) .24 (.28) .005
Achievement .37 (.30) .45 (.28) .43 (.29) .42 029) .010
Hedonism .15 (.65) .33 (.54) .16 (.68) .31 (.61) .017
Self-Direction .29 (.41) .33 (.34) .25 039) .32 031) .006
Stimulation -.04 (.59) -.15050) .05 (.58) -.07 (.53) .016
Collectivism -.05“ (.23) -.03*019) -.13" (.21) -.10 (.22) .031
Benevolence .37 031) .34 (.28) .32 (.29) .34 (.33) .003
Conformity .17 (.46) .29“ (.37) .09" (.44) .13" (.40) .030
Security -.01031) -.02 (.33) -.05029) .04 (.29) .010
Tradition -.71“ (.51) -.75 (.47) -.87 (.45) -.91" (.51) .028
Power -.64 (.64) -.70 (.57) -.65 (.62) -.60 (.65) .003
Universalism -.05" (.35) -.09" (.33) .11“ (.34) -.01 (.38) .043
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. Effect sizes for multivariate effects of ethnic group on 
the four standardized individualist and the four standardized collectivist domain scores were .021 and .021, 
respectively.
“’"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 13
Standardized Individualist Value Ratings bv Ethnic Group
Asian Black Latino White Univariate Effects
Value (N=101) (N=86) (N=93-94) (N=110)
Achievement
Ambitious .17 (.77) .30 (.56) .23 (.64) .32 (.62) —
Capable .58 (.42) .41 (.52) .48 (.41) .52 (.49) —
Influential .04" (.73) .23 (.70) .36* (.91) .08" (.69) F(3,386)=3.52,e .=.015
Intelligent .48 (.61) .60 (.51) .60 (.39) .61 (.50) —
Self-Respect .56 (.51) .69 (.45) .61 (.43) .58 (.59) —
Successful .50 (.57) .62 (.49) .49 (.53) .58 (.52) —
Hedonism
Enjoying Life .34 (.74) .45 (.63) .28 (.85) .50 (.74) —
Pleasure -.04 (.80) .21 (.63) .04 (.80) .08 (.70) —
Self-Direction
Choose Goals .37 (.68) .57 (.52) .39 (.52) .56 (.51) —
Creativity .08 (.81) .15 (.82) .04 (.71) .00 (.77) —
Curious .05 (.68) -.06 (.85) -.01 (.82) .07 (.66) —
Freedom .60 (.55) .50 (.58) .46 (.61) .59 (.54) —
Independent .34 (.72) .46 (.69) .39 (.59) .37 (.64) —
Stimulation
Daring -.40 (.85) -.68" (.90) -.29* (.95) -.46 (.85) F(3,387)=3.10, £.=.027
Exciting Life .31 (.70) .43 (.62) .27 (.72) .26 (.74) —
A Varied Life -.03 (.80) -.19" (.80) .19“ (.74) -.06 (.84) F(3,387)=3J35, £.=.019
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“■"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 14
Standardized Collectivist Value Ratings bv Ethnic Group
Asian Black Latino White Univariate Effects
Value (N=100-101) (N=83-86) (N=93-94) (N=109-110)
Benevolence
Forgiving .15 (.75) .05 (.77) .14 (.75) 23 (.68) —
Helpful .34 (.62) .21 (.63) .21 (.64) .10 (.74) -
Honest .56 (.55) .46 ( .54) .58 (.49) .60 ( .84) —
Loyal .63 (.50) .49 (.56) .62 (.40) .56 (.50) —
Mature Love .57 (.73) .45 ( .71) .60 (.62) .59 (.64) ”
Meaning in Life .43 (.81) .45 (.58) .39 (.73) .24 (.90) —
Responsible .42 (.50) .43 (.48) .45 (.45) .47 (.50) —
A Spiritual Life -.63" (1.37) -.08“ (1.00) -.64" (1.32) -.54 (1.22) F(3,385)=4.00, £.=.008
True Friendship .87“ ( .48) .63" ( .44) .58" ( .59) .85“ ( .49) F(3,385)=8.34, £.<.001
Conformity
Honor Parents .52 (.67) .59“ (.47) .55 (.57) .35" ( .57) F(3,387)=3.46,£.=.016
Obedient -.33 (.79) -.10“ (.90) -.49" (.92) -.40 (.86) F(3,387)=3.37, £.=.019
Politeness .15 (.89) .32 (.51) .15 (.63) .27 (.66) —
Self-Discipline .36 (.60) .36 (.52) .14 (.70) .30 (.65) —
Security
Clean -.39 (.99) -.15 (.89) -25 (.88) -.27 (.88) —
Family Security .81 (.48) .71 (.61) .70 (.61) .80 (.45) —
Healthy .78 (.44) .69 (.58) .64 (.52) .71 (.50) —
National Security -1.00 (1.05) -.84 (1.02) -1.12 (1.09) -.79 (.98)
Reciprocate -.22 (.83) -.16 (.87) -.06 ( .79) -.05 (.65) —
Belonging .25 (.74) -.08 (.98) .11 (.77) .27 (.71) —
Social Order -.30 (.62) -.26 (.74) -.34 ( .78) -.39 (.80) —
Tradition
Accept My Portion -1.02 (1.31) -1.27 (1.26) -1.30 (1.32) -1.31 (1.27) —
Detachment -1.45 (1.31) -1.72 (1.41) -1.62 (125) -1.86 (1.37) —
Devout -1.04" (1.51) -.34“ (1.26) -l.OO" (1.53) -.63 (1.44) F(3,383)=4.73, £.=.003
Humble .21“ (.68) .02 ( .72) -.02 (.80) -.11" (.81) F(3,383)=3.23, £.=.022
Moderate -.65“ (.90) -.85 (1.09) -.97 (1.15) -1.12" (1.12) F(3,383)=3.62, £.=.013
Respect Tradition -.33 (.89) -.43 (.85) -.32 (.96) -.45 (.83) —
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“•"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 15
Standardized Power and Universalism Value Ratines bv Ethnic Group
Value
Asian
(N=99-101)
Black
(N=86)
Latino
(N=93-94)
White
(N=109)
Univariate Effects
Power Domain
Authority -.64 (.92) -.42 ( .97) -.31 (.93) -.33 (.85) —
Preserving Image -.46 ( .92) -.63 (.92) -.65 (1.10) -.50 ( .85) —
Social Power -1.34 (1.38) -1.61 (1.33) -1.48 (1.16) -1.44 (1.45) —
Social Recognition -.50 (.95) -.53 (1.01) -.41 (.99) -.32 (.91) —
Wealth -.34 (1.03) -.30 (1.07) -.40 (1.11) -.40 (1.00) —
Universalism Domain
Broad-Minded .26 (.71) .04 (.76) .30 ( .66) .24 (.88) —
Equality .40 (.76) .62“ ( .76) .53" (.64) .21" (.69) F(3,386)=6.83, £.<.001
Inner Harmony .35 (.76) .51 (.64) .43 (.63) .36 (. 80) —
Protect Environment -.59 (.87) -.86" ( .90) -.40“ (.87) -.32* ( .80) F(3,386)=7.40, £.<.001
Social Justice -.13 (.72) -.04 (.74) .05 (.66) -.21 (.66) —
Unity with Nature -.88" ( .97) -.99" (1.04) -.49“ ( .92) -.80" ( .99) F(3,386)=4.71, £.=.003
Wisdom .47 (.55) .41 (.55) .51 (.54) .49 (.54) —
World at Peace -.11 (.91) -.04 (.93) .10 (.75) .03 (.78) -**
World of Beauty -.21 (.86) -.49" (1.01) -.01 “(.87) -.13“ (.76) F(3,386)=4.88, £.=.002
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“■"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 16
Correlations Among Measures of Individualism and Collectivism
IND COL HI
INDCOL
VI HC VC
Scenarios
IND .24 -.30 .31 .12 -.18 -.29
COL -24 .30 -.31 -.12 .18 29
HI -.04 -.21 .27 -.20 -.03 -21
VI .34 -.08 .03 .41 -.17 .01
HC -.23 .25 -.26 -.14 .22 .19
VC -.06 .12 -.12 -.01 -.02 .20
Value Domains
IND .32 .12 .40 .16 .23 .00
COL .03 .46 .09 -.01 .36 .39
Achievement .27 .16 .28 .17 .17 .10
Hedonism .23 .02 .26 .14 .12 -.06
Self-Direction .23 .09 .43 .04 .21 -.04
Stimulation 23 .13 .27 .12 .24 .00
Benevolence -.14 .37 .07 -.21 .42 .21
Conformity .07 .42 .12 .02 .30 .37
Security .18 .31 .12 .15 .25 .26
Tradition .01 .36 -.01 .02 .20 .37
Note: Sample sizes ranged from 365-367 for Scenarios, and from 382-392 for motivational value domains. 
Coefficients .12 and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed).
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Table 17
Group Mean Life Domain Importance Ratines: Importance to Self
Domain
Asian
(N=103)
Black
(N=84)
Latino
(N=93)
White
(N=lll)
Univariate Effects
Career 5.28(1.48) 5.56(1.33) 5.58(1.37) 5.33 (1.20) —
Education 5.48(1.37) 5.79(1.24) 5.82(1.19) 5.67(1.14) —
Family Life 6.04 (1.43) 6.17 (1.44) 6.25(1.39) 6.12(1.23) —
Finances 4.78 (1.67) 5.18(1.39) 5.00(1.28) 4.75(1.44) —
Leisure 4.53(1.26) 4.19 (1.40) 4.57(1.33) 4.48 (1.24) —
Personal Growth 5.52(1.34) 5.67(1.12) 5.47(1.43) 5.26(1.33) —
Politics 2.55(1.80) 2.76(1.95) 2.73(1.92) 2.47(1.82) —
Religion 4.17" (2.25) 5.21* (2.22) 3.88" (2.47) 3.82" (2.54) F(3,387)=6.57,e .<.001
Romance 5.05" (1.37) 5.24 (1.35) 5.49(1.27) 5.57* (1.35) F(3,387)=3.29,e .=.021
Social 5.66(1.13) 5.40" (1.13) 5.71(1.11) 5.92* (1.15) F(3,387)=3.32, £-=.020
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on ratings of life domain importance was .051.
“’"’“Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to 
Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 18
Group Mean Standardized Life Domain Importance Ratines: Importance to Self
Domain
Asian
(N=103)
Black
(N=83)
Latino
(N=93)
White
(N=lll)
Univariate Effects
Career .21 (.64) .22 ( .64) .31 (.63) .17 (.61) —
Education .34 (.61) .40 (.64) .45 (.59) .39 (.53) —
Family Life .68 (.67) .73 (.67) .74 (.63) .73 (.57) —
Finances -.04 ( .76) .02 (.64) -.06 ( .70) -.17 (.84) —
Leisure -.24* (.62) -.62" (.73) -.35“ (.74) -.32“ ( .62) F(3,386)=2.44, £.=.001
Personal Growth .40 (.66) .34 (.61) .25 ( .76) .20 (.67) —
Politics -1.41 (.93) -1.43 ( .89) -1.34 (.85) -1.42 (.82) —
Religion -.39" (1.26) .18* (1.12) -.58" (1.21) -.53" (1.23) F(3,386)=7.34, £.<.001
Romance .05" ( .72) .03" (.76) .24 (.65) .37“ ( .62) F(3,386)=5.52, £.=.001
Social .40“" (.58) .14“ (.72) .34"’“ (.60) .59“ (.53) F(3,386)=9.18, £.<.001
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on standardized ratings of life domain importance was .060.
“"'“Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to 
Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 19
Correlations Between Individualism-Collectivism and Ratings o f Domain Importance to Self
Individualism
Domain
All
(N=392-394)
Asian
(N=103)
Black
(N=84-85)
Latino
(N=93-94)
White
(N=1I1)
Career .22 .31 .07 .26 .20
Education .06 .21 .12 -.09 -.05
Family .00 .16 -.10 .03 -.16
Finances .21 .21 .03 .25 .33
Individual .16 .21 .09 .24 .10
Leisure .00 .04 .16 -.10 -.06
Political .02 .05 .06 -.02 -.02
Religious -.18 -.27 .00 -.16 -.24
Romantic .06 .02 .07 .07 .06
Social -.10 -.15 -.01 -.08 -.15
Collectivism
Domain
All
(N=392-394)
Asian
(N=103)
Black
(N=84-86)
Latino
(N=94-95)
White
(N=UO)
Career .07 .10 .01 .19 .00
Education .09 .03 .10 .21 .11
Family .22 .13 .20 .45 .15
Finances -.05 -.01 -.13 -.06 .00
Individual .03 -.02 .05 -.03 .10
Leisure .06 -.05 .19 .08 .00
Political .06 -.08 .11 -.03 .24
Religious .20 23 -.06 .20 .37
Romantic .03 -.01 .14 .03 .06
Social .08 .04 .09 .10 .15
Note: Coefficients .16 and greater are significant at alpha=.001 or less (2-tailed) for all samples combined. 
Coefficients .20 and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed) for Asian, Black, Latino, and White 
samples.
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Table 20
Group Mean Life Domain Importance Ratings: Importance to Group
Domain
Asian
(N=93)
Black
(N=74)
Latino
(N=82)
White
(N=94)
Univariate Effects
Career 6.15" (1.18) 5.34" (1.40) 5.28“ (1.44) 5.61“ (1.18) F(3,339)= 8.27, £.<.001
Education 6.40“ (1.02) 5.30" (1.44) 5.29" (1.38) 5.49" (1.17) F(3,339)=15.80, £.<.001
Family Life 6.09" (1.24) 5.65"'“(1.50) 6.57“ (.98) 5.48“ (1.10) F(3,339)=13.88,£.<.001
Finances 5.88“ (1.12) 5.78“ (1.27) 5.26" (1.33) 5.68 (1.25) F(3,339)=4.12, £.=.007
Leisure 3.71" (1.42) 4.64“ (1.67) 4.56“ (1.36) 4.70“ (120) F(3,339)= 9.93, £.<.001
Personal Growth 4.65 (1.42) 4.53 (1.61) 4.88 (1.38) 4.50 (1.46) —
Politics 3.47" (1.57) 3.50 (1.91) 4.20“ (1.84) 3.90 (1.65) F(3,339)= 3.33, £.=.020
Religion 4.90" (1.75) 5.47“" (1.81) 5.80“ (1.75) 4.21“ (1.80) F(3,339)=13.51,£.<.001
Romance 3.98" (1.46) 5.07* (1.36) 5.62“ (1.31) 5.21* (1.30) F(3,339)=23.82, £.<.001
Social 4.75" (1.35) 5.41“ (1.08) 5.51“ (1.14) 5.53“ (1.04) F(3,339)=9.20, £.<.001
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on ratings of domain importance to group was .194.
“"■“Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to 
Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 21
Group Mean Standardized Life Domain Importance Ratines: Importance to Group
Domain
Asian
(N=92)
Black
(N=72)
Latino
(N=79)
White
(N=89)
Univariate Effects
Career .74" ( .59) .12" (.71) .05“ ( .80) .48“ ( .73) F(3,328)=17.55, £.<.001
Education .93" ( .46) .19" (.74) .03“ (.84) .34" ( .75) F(3,328)=27.24, £.<.001
Family Life .76" (.59) .48" ( .74) 1.02“ (.54) .41 "(.78) F(3,328)=14.19,£.<.001
Finances .56" ( .60) .49" (.73) -.07" ( .77) .52“ ( .83) F(3,328)=13.17, £.<.001
Leisure -.88" ( .68) -.43" (1.08) -.59 ( .75) -.34“ (.81) F(3,328)= 7.23, £.<.001
Personal Growth -.19 (.69) -.30 ( .79) -.30 ( .69) -.42 ( .76) —
Politics -1.03 (.67) -1.14 (.96) -.90 (.96) -.92 (.81) —
Religion -.07" ( .94) .38“ (.91) .42“ (1.14) -.64“ (1.10) F(3,328)=19.24,£.<.001
Romance -.67" ( .68) .00“ ( .82) .18“ (.74) .15“ (.77) F(3,328)=25.10,£.<.001
Social -.15" (.94) .21“ (.68) .16“ (.73) .41 “(.68) F(3,328)=10.56,£.<.001
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on standardized ratings of domain importance to group was .205.
“"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 22
Construct Validity of the GSE: Correlations with Other Personality Measures
GSE General Self-esteem Satisfaction
Self-efficacy with Life
GSE 1.00(N=397)
General Self-efficacy .61 (N=359) 1.00(N=362)
Self-esteem .60 (N=186) .52(N=I87) 1.00(N=187)
Satisfaction with Life .47(N=189) .28 (N=190) .54 (N=187) 1.00(N=I90)
Note: All correlations are significant at alpha=.01 (2-tailed).
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Table 23
Group Mean Self-effïcacv Ratines for Life Domain Goals
Domain
Asian Black Latino White Effect Effect Size 
(Eta squared)
Career 5.52“ (1.19) 
(N=97)
6.09* (1.05) 
(N=80)
5.82 (1.19) 
(N=9l)
5.67 (1.10) 
(N=104)
F(3,368)=5.18,
£.=.008
.032
Education 5.51 (1.21) 
(N=100)
5.85 (1.16) 
(N=81)
5.81 (1.15) 
(N=93)
5.68 (1.06) 
(N=106)
.013
Family Life 5.18 (1.53) 
(N=101)
5.54 (1.40) 
(N=79)
5.41 (1.35) 
(N=92)
527 (1.48) 
(N=106)
.009
Finances 5.43 (1.19) 
(N=96)
5.88 (1.02) 
(N=78)
5.64 (1.13) 
(N=91)
5.52 (1.25) 
04=104)
.020
Politics 4.45 (1.44) 
(N=74)
4.89* (1.46) 
(N=55)
4.20“ (1.65) 
(N=76)
4.13“ (1.43) 
(N=88)
F(3,289)=3.40,
£.=.018
.034
Religion 4.83“ (1.46) 
(N=80)
5.83* (1.27) 
(N=72)
4.78" (1.76) 
(N=78)
5.00“ (1.48) 
(N=93)
F(3,319)=7.88,
£.<.001
.069
Romance 4.77" (1.52) 
(N=97)
5.64“ (1.24) 
(N=78)
5.15 (1.63) 
(N=91)
5.15 (1.45) 
(N=101)
F(3,363)=4.99,
£.=.002
.040
Social 5.12 (1.35) 
(N=98)
5.51 (1.42) 
(N=79)
5.38 (1.39) 
(N=92)
5.24 (1.38) 
(N=106)
.010
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 24
Group Mean Standardized Self-efficacy Ratines for Life Domain Goals
Domain
Asian Black Latino White Effect Effect Size 
(Eta squared)
Career .33 (.75) 
(N=95)
.37 (.68) 
(N=76)
.33 (.79) 
(N=84)
.32 (.78) 
(N=101)
.001
Education .28 (.85) 
(M=98)
.13 (.97) 
(N=77)
.33 (.81) 
(N=86)
.33 (.76) 
(N=103)
.008
Family Life .11 (.88) 
(N=98)
-.03 (.92) 
(N=75)
.07 (.94) 
(N=86)
.09 ( .91) 
(N=103)
.003
Finances .23 (.78) 
(N=94)
.13 (.77) 
(M=74)
.13 (.78) 
(N=85)
.19 (.81) 
(N=101)
.003
Politics -.59 (.96) 
(N=72)
-.73 (1.06) 
(N=52)
-.86 ( .88) 
(N=71)
-.95 (.92) 
(N=86)
.023
Religion -.31" (1.12) 
(N=78)
.16“ (.86) 
(N=70)
-.25 ( .95) 
(N=72)
-.17 (.96) 
(N=91)
F(3,307)=3.26, £.=.022 .031
Romance -.28 (.93) 
(N=95)
-.12 (1.00) 
(N=74)
-.07 ( .93) 
(N=84)
-.02 (.89) 
(N=98)
.012
Social .01 (.83) 
(N=96)
-.12 (.88) 
(N=75)
.14 (.86) 
(N=86)
.04 (.85) 
(N=103)
.011
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
“"Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to Tukey 
post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 25
Correlations between the GSE and INDCOL Subscales
Generalized Self-efficacy Scale
All Asian Black Latino White
Subscale (N=395) (N=101) (N=88) (N=96) Q4=109)
Individualism .18 (.17) .24 .03 .26 .18
Horizontal .33 (.32) .22 .33 .36 .34
Vertical .03 (.03) .18* -.13" .11 .02
Collectivism .06 (.11) .14 -.03 .21 .04
Horizontal .10 (.13) .11 -.03 .23 .18
Vertical .01 (.06) .12 -.02 .12 -.09
Note: Numbers in parentheses are partial correlation coefficients, controlling for generation. Coefficients .10 
and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed) for all samples combined. Coefficients .21 and greater 
are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed) for Asian, Black, Latino, and White samples.
“"Different superscripts within a row indicate correlations are significantly different at alpha=.05 (2-tailed).
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Table 26
Group Variable B SEB P t E R-
Asian (Constant)
HI
90.66
.59
14.80
.26 .22
6.13
2.28
.001
.025
.05
Black (Constant)
HI
75.35
.99
18.54
.31 .33
4.06
3.22
.001
.002
.11
Latino (Constant)
HI
70.46
1.02
16.32
.27 .36
4.32
3.73
.001
.001
.13
White (Constant)
HI
81.42
.85
13.23
.23 .34
6.15
3.72
.001
.001
.11
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Table 27
Correlations Between the GSE and Motivational Value Domains
Generalized Self-efficacy Scale
All Asian Black Latino White
Domain (N=384-389) (N=97-99) (N=82-86) (N=92-94) (N=108-109)
Individualist .29 .26 .24 .22 .33
Achievement .35 .39 .25 .26 .44
Hedonism .11 .05 .16 .02 .13
Self-Direction .19 .21 .09 .05 .27
Stimulation .24 .23 .23 .17 .32
Collectivist .19 .26“ .18 -.03" .20
Benevolence .13 .14 .12 -.02 .17
Conformity .26 .40“ .20 .06" .28
Security .22 .24 .12 .10 .31
Tradition .03 .14 .10 -.09 -.04
Note: Coefficients .11 and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed) for all samples combined. 
Coefficients .20 and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2-tailed) for Asian, Black, Latino, and White 
samples.
“"Different superscripts within a row indicate correlations are significantly different at alpha=.05 (2-tailed).
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Table 28
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis for Motivational Domains Predicting Group 
GSE
Grout) Variable B SEB P t E
Asian (Constant) 92.53 9.16 10.10 .001 .12
Conformity 5.88 1.68 .34 3.49 .001
Black (Constant) 87.26 19.63 4.45 .001 .07
Achievement 7.76 3.18 .26 2.44 .017
Latino (Constant) 114.65 8.10 14.15 .001 .06
Stimulation 3.35 1.47 .24 2.28 .025
White (Constant) 76.33 11.23 6.80 .001 .19
Achievement 9.30 1.91 .43 4.87 .001
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Table 29
Summary of Simultaneous Regression Analysis for Motivational Domains Predicting Group GSE
Group Variable B SEB P t E
Asian (Constant) 123.40 5.49 22.49 .001 .16
Achievement 10.16 6.33 .17
Hedonism -5.18 3.01 -.19 -1.72 .089
Self-Direction -.37 4.97 -.01 —
Stimulation 3.14 3.56 .10 -
Benevolence -9.59 7.12 -.17 —
Conformity 8.95 4.18 .23 2.14 —
Security -4.39 6.33 -.08 .035
Tradition .20 4.23 .01 —
Black (Constant) 126.56 7.27 17.41 .00! .13
Achievement 15.38 7.67 23 2.00 .049
Hedonism 2.86 3.84 .08 —
Self-Direction -3-17 7.35 -.06 —
Stimulation 9.82 4.71 26 2.08 ,041
Benevolence 3.34 8.80 .05 —
Conformity 6.93 621 .14 —
Security -2.09 7.95 -.04 -
Tradition .64 5.08 .02 -
Latino (Constant) 122.43 5.49 22.32 .001 .24
Achievement 26.77 6.49 .45 4.13 .001
Hedonism -3.65 2.69 -.15 —
Self-Direction -4.96 4.93 -.11 —
Stimulation 5.81 3.41 .20 1.70 .092
Benevolence -4.03 6.97 -.07 —
Conformity 4.09 4.33 .11 —
Security 3.89 6.63 .07 —
Tradition -.58 4.33 -.02 —
White (Constant) 114.85 4.52 25.41 .001 .22
Achievement 14.33 5.25 26 2.73 .007
Hedonism -2.70 2.57 -.10 —
Self-Direction 2.87 5J4 .06 -
Stimulation 5.51 325 .18 1.70 .093
Benevolence 6.02 524 .13 —
Conformity 9.71 3.80 24 2.55 .012
Security 6.84 527 .12 —
Tradition -7.07 3.50 -.23 -2.02 .046
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Table 30
Summary o f Significant Regression Coefficients: Stepwise Analysis Predicting Domain Self-efFicacv
From Generalized Self-efficacv and Past Success
Generalized Self-efficacy Past Success
Domain Group B SEB p B SEB P
Career Asian — — — — — —
Black .02 .01 .30 .28 .07 .47
Latino .03 .01 .41 — — —
White — — — .25 .07 .37
Education Asian — — — .29 .09 .35
Black .01 .01 .23 .40 .10 .41
Latino .02 .01 .28 .32 .08 .37
White — — — .53 .08 .56
Family Asian — — — .44 .10 .44
Black — — — .31 .09 .38
Latino .02 .01 .21 21 .09 .33
White — — — .43 .08 .48
Finances Asian — — — — — —
Black .02 .01 .39 .28 .07 .44
Latino .02 .01 .31 .19 .08 .29
White .02 .01 .26 .32 .08 .41
Politics Asian — — — — — —
Black — — — .39 .09 .53
Latino — — — .39 .10 .42
White .02 -01 21 .43 .08 .51
Religion Asian — — — .40 .08 .49
Black — — — .20 .09 21
Latino — — — .39 .09 .45
White — — — .40 .08 .45
Romance Asian — - — 21 .08 .31
Black - — — .32 .06 .55
Latino - - — .30 .10 .35
White .02 .01 .19 .42 .07 .51
Social Asian .01 .01 .17 .50 .08 .51
Black — — — .44 .10 .46
Latino .02 .01 .22 .41 .08 .43
White .02 .01 21 .32 .09 34
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Table 31
Summary o f Significant Regression Coefficients: Stepwise Analysis Predicting Domain Self-efficacv
From Special Support Variables
Domain Group B
Encouragement
SEB p B
Others’ Beliefs 
SEB P
Career Asian .45 .15 .37 — — —
Black " — — — — —
Latino .54 .10 .54 — — —
White — — — — — —
Education Asian — — — .31 .13 .24
Black ““ — — — — —
Latino — — ” - — —
White — — — — — —
Family Asian — — — .28 .11 .25
Black — " — — — —
Latino — — — .26 .10 27
White — — - .31 .10 .30
Finances Asian .24 .10 .27 .28 .11 .31
Black — — — — — —
Latino — — — — — —
White — - — — — —
Politics Asian .38 .15 .32 .43 .13 .44
Black .27 .11 .28 — — —
Latino -.06 .03 ..21 - — —
White .25 .11 .19 — — —
Religion Asian -.26 .12 -.27 .41 .13 .42
Black — — — .45 .12 .45
Latino " - — .33 -11 .33
White — — - .44 .09 .41
Romance Asian — — — .49 .10 .47
Black — — — — — —
Latino — — .30 .14 25
White — — — — —
Social Asian — - — .37 .10 .30
Black 27 .12 .21 26 .13 23
Latino -- - " — -
White — — — .25 .12 20
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Table 32
Summary o f  Significant Regression Coefficients: Stepwise Analysis Predicting Domain Self-efficacv
From Vicarious Experience
Domain Group B
Ingroup Models 
SEB P
Career Asian — - —
Black — ” —
Latino -.19 .09 -.23
White .21 .08 .26
Education Asian — — —
Black — — —
Latino — — —
White .23 .08 .23
Family Asian .17 .08 .19
Black “ — "
Latino — ““ —
White — — —
Finances Asian — - —
Black — — —
Latino — — —
White — —
Politics Asian — — —
Black — — —
Latino 32 .11 32
White — — —
Religion Asian - — ““
Black — — «
Latino — — —
White — — —
Romance Asian — — —
Black — - —
Latino — - -
White — — —
Social Asian — — —
Black — - —
Latino — — —
White — — -
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Table 33
Scale Variance o f Domain Self-efficacv Ratines
Group
8-Item Scale 
Variance N
7-Item Scale 
Variance N
Asian 49.17(7.01)“ 61 35.03 (5.92) 72
Latino 42.50 (6.52) 57 27.97 (5.29) 68
Black 37.63 (6.13) 47 27.00 (5.20) 64
White 34.37(5.86)" 77 26.60(5.16) 86
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The 8-item scale included self-efficacy ratings for goals 
related to the following domains: Career, Education, Family, Finances, Politics, Religion, Romance, and Social 
Relationships. The 7-item scale excluded self-efficacy for goals related to the Political domain.
“"Different superscripts within a column indicate variances are significantly different at alpha<.05 (I-tailed).
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Table 34
Group Ratings of Similarv of Life Domain Values
Asian Black Latino White Univariate Effects
Domain (H=93) (N=73) (N=82) (N=97)
Career 6.95’ (1.83) 5.69" (2.06) 5.46" (1.95) 5.77" (1.98) F(3,345)=10.42, £.<.001
Education 7.77’ (1.50) 5.86" (1.96) 5.94" (1.77) 6.14" (1.93) F(3,345)=22.80, £.<.001
Family Life 7.20’ (1.82) 6.23" (2.29) 7.60’ (1.44) 5.82" (1.96) F(3,345)=16.78. £.<.001
Finances 7.09’ (1.72) 6.16" (1.86) 6.01" (2.07) 5.85" (1.99) F(3,345)= 7.81, £.<001
Leisure 4.51" (1.95) 5.39’ (2.15) 5.06 (2.10) 4.80 (1.88) F(3,345)= 2.95, £.=.033
Personal Growth 5.67 (2.18) 5.14 (2.32) 5.94 (1.83) 5.26 (1.91) F(3,345)= 2.66, £.=.048
Politics 3.98 (1.84) 4.51 (2.25) 4.76’ (2.31) 3.78" (1.91) F(3,345)=4.19,£.=.006
Religion 5.59" (2.61) 6.09" (2.56) 7.09’ (2.31) 4.34' (2.32) F(3,345)=19.41,£.<001
Romance 4.74' (2.08) 6.03’’" (2.07) 6.49’ (1.89) 5.48" (1.94) F(3,345)=12.35,£.<001
Social 5.49" (2.00) 6.04 (2.04) 6.39’ (1.86) 5.93 (1.75) F(3,345)= 3.28, £.=.021
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on ratings of group similarity was .198.
"''’’'Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to 
Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means.
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
118
Table 35
Standardized Group Ratings o f Similarity o f Life Domain Values
Domain
Asian
(N=93)
Black
(N=78)
Latino
(N=82)
White
(N=97)
Univariate Effects
Career .51’ (.74) .02" (.82) -.34' (.70) .29’'" (.87) F(3,339)=18.21,e .<.001
Education .97’ (.51) .11' (.73) -.07' (.83) .53" (.80) F(3,339)=35.14, £.<.001
Family Life .70’ (.63) .36" (J % .92’ (.58) .31" (.79) F(3,339)=13.26, £.<.001
Finances .60’ (.64) .28" (.83) -.04' ( 8 0 .28"' (.87) F(3,339)= 9.02, £.<.001
Leisure -.75" (.72) -.27’ (1.10) -.67" (.81) -.36’ (.88) F(3,339)=5.60, £.=.001
Personal Growth -.08 (J3 ) -.30 (.84) -.06 (.77) -.02 (.75) —
Politics -1.04 (.67) -.78 (.96) -.79 (1.06) -.94 (.75) —
Religion -.12" (.99) .29’’" (1.09) .63’ (1.00) -.56' (1.05) F(3,339)=21.43,£.<.001
Romance -.58" (.68) .12’ (.70) .23’ (.66) .10’ (.88) F(3,339)=22.17,£.<.001
Social -.20" (.65) .15’ (.85) .19’ (69) .37’ (.72) F(3,339)= 9.91, £.<.001
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on standardized ratings of group similarity was .196.
“•"•'Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to 
Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means.
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
119
Table 36
Group Ratines of Collective Effort in Life Domains
Domain
Asian
(N=90)
Black
(N=78)
Latino
(N=80)
White
(N=96)
Univariate Effects
Career 3.83" (1.74) 4.19 (1.71) 4.53“ (1.53) 3.61" (1.45) F(3,340)=5.38, £.=.001
Education 4.16" (1.88) 4.91“ (1.36) 4.58 (1.49) 4.00" (1.46) F(3,340)=5.88, £.=.001
Family Life 5.52" (1.38) 5.64" (1.15) 6.20“ (1.17) 5.28" (1.40) F(3,340)=7.74, £.<.001
Finances 4.40“ (1.71) 4.21 (1.72) 4.84“ (1.52) 3.77" (1.43) F(3,340)=6.75, £.<.001
Leisure 4.83 (1.36) 5.13 (1.65) 5.21 (1.50) 5.08 (1.44) —
Personal Growth 3.54“ (1.68) 3.65“ (1.77) 3.75“ (1.70) 2.86" (1.42) F(3,340)=5.45, £.=.001
Politics 3.87" (1.59) 4.09 (1.94) 4.51“ (1.43) 4.28 (1.53) —
Religion 5.27"’' (1.71) 5.74'" (1.53) 5.99“ (1.59) 4.79' (1.63) F(3,340)=9.36, £.<.001
Romance 4.02" (1.68) 3.97" (1.76) 4.44 (1.78) 4.71“ (1.59) F(3,340)=3.79, £.=.011
Social 5.07" (1.40) 5.31 (1.51) 5.30 (1.44) 5.63“ (1.14) —
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on ratings of group collective effort was .097.
“•" 'Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at aipha=.05 according to 
Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 37
Standardized Group Ratings o f Collective Effort in Life Domains
Domain
Asian
(N=89)
Black
(N=78)
Latino
(N=79)
White
(N=95)
Univariate Effects
Career -.37 (.79) -.34 (.82) -.29 ( .78) -.54 ( .74) —
Education -.18 (.92) .10" (.68) -.26" ( .85) -.22" ( .77) F(3,337)=3.26, £.=.022
Family Life .73 (.83) .67 (.69) .87 (.57) .59 (.75) —
Finances -.01" (.85) -.30 ( .72) -.08“ (.80) -.43" ( .73) F(3,337)=5.55, £.=.001
Leisure .20 ( .77) .26 (1.00) .19 (.88) .44 ( .85) —
Personal Growth -.58" (.77) -.66“ ( .96) -.78 (.85) -.99" ( .80) F(3,337)=4.12, £.=.007
Politics -.38 (.93) -.37 (1.01) -.34 (.94) -.10 (.95) -
Religion .53 ( .97) .72“ (.73) .75“ (.81) .28" ( .90) F(3,337)=5.48, £.=.001
Romance -.32" (.99) -.43" (.81) -.34" ( .94) .17“ (.81) F(3,337)=8.39, £.<.001
Social .37" ( .72) .35" ( .84) .30" ( .64) .80“ (.58) F(3,337)=9.98, £.<.001
Note. Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The effect size for the multivariate effect of ethnic 
group on standardized ratings of group collective effort was .082.
'"■'Different superscripts within a row indicate means are significantly different at alpha=.05 according to 
Tukey post-hoc comparisons of means.
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Table 38
Correlations Between Individualism-Collectivism and Group Ratines of Similarity and Collective 
Effort
Individualism Collectivism
Group Similarity
Career .11 .19
Education .08 .19
Family .08 .27
Finances .08 .17
Personal Growth .08 .27
Leisure .10 .26
Politics -.05 .20
Religion .03 .08
Romantic Relationships .09 .15
Social Relationships .09 .19
Group Collective Effort
Career .04 .13
Education -.01 .12
Family .08 .10
Finances .07 .17
Personal Growth .03 .21
Leisure .01 .07
Politics -.04 .04
Religion -.01 .05
Romantic Relationships -.02 .06
Social Relationships -.08 .10
Note: Sample sizes ranged from 343-351. Coefficients .12 and greater are significant at alpha=.05 or less (2- 
tailed).
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Table 39
Idiocentrics’ and Allocentrics’ Mean INDCOL Subscale Scores
Group
Individualism Collectivism
Asian
Idiocentrics (N=25) 111.24 96.44
Allocentrics (N=23) 89.70 115.17
Black
Idiocentrics (N=20) 110.25 90.40
Allocentrics (N=19) 88.37 113.95
Latino
Idiocentrics (N=23) 114.57 93.04
Allocentrics (N=25) 93.08 115.16
White
Idiocentrics (N=34) 111.29 88.50
Allocentrics (N=36) 90.58 109.19
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Table 40
Idiocentrics’ and Allocentrics’ Mean Life Domain Importance Ratines
Asian Black Latino White All
Domain Idio Alio Idio Alio Idio Alio Idio Alio Idio Alio
Career 5.16 4.61 5.37 6.00 6.05 5.60 5.53 5.39 5.53 5.40
Education 5.52 5.13 5.37 5.82 5.48 6.04 5.44 5.81 5.45 5.70
Family 5.56 5.74 5.26 6.65 5.81 6.60 5.79 6.39 5.61 6.34
Finances 4.92 4.48 5.05 5.24 5.43 4.64 4.88 4.56 5.07 4.73
Leisure 4.84 4.30 4.05 3.76 5.10 4.20 4.32 4.64 4.58 4.23
Personal 5.56 5.61 5.74 5.82 5.19 5.76 5.12 5.28 5.40 5.62
Political 2.96 2.48 2.37 2.82 3.33 2.52 2.18 2.75 2.71 2.64
Religious 3.76 5.04 5.37 5.35 3.38 4.52 2.74 4.86 3.81 4.94
Romantic 5.12 5.30 5.21 5.65 5.52 5.36 5.44 5.67 5.32 5.49
Social 5.52 5.91 5.58 5.35 5.29 5.96 5.79 6.31 5.54 5.88
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Table 41
Idiocentrics’ and Allocentrics’ Mean Self-efficacy for Life Domain Goals
Asian Blade Latino White All
Domain idio Alio Idio Alio Idio Alio Idio Alio Idio Alio
Career 5.56 5.21 6.78 6.45 6.00 6.06 5.88 5.59 6.05 5.83
Education 5.69 5.43 6.44 6.36 6.17 5.94 5.71 5.59 6.00 5.83
Family 5.25 4.93 5.89 5.73 6.00 5.78 5.00 5.59 5.53 5.51
Finances 5.31 5.00 6.67 5.91 5.83 5.83 5.54 5.59 5.84 5.58
Political 5.13 4.07 5.11 5.36 3.67 4.44 3.96 4.41 4.47 4.57
Religious 4.69 5.43 6.11 5.91 3.75 5.56 4.50 5.41 4.76 5.58
Romantic 4.31 4.50 6.00 6.27 5.33 5.39 5.13 5.59 5.19 5.44
Social 5.06 5.07 6.11 6.00 4.75 5.78 4.71 5.41 5.16 5.56
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APPENDIX
Table A l
Summary o f Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efficacy for Career Domain
Goals
Groun Variable B s e b P t E
Asian (Constant) 2.77 .93 2.99 .004 .14
Encourage .45 .15 .37 3.05 .003
Black (Constant) 2.44 .78 3.14 .003 .37
Success .28 .07 .47 4.28 .001
GSE .02 .01 .30 2.75 .008
Latino (Constant) -.76 1.21 -.63 .530 .42
Encourage .54 .10 .54 5.25 .001
GSE .03 .01 .41 3.95 .001
Models -.19 .09 -.23 -2.18 .034
White (Constant) 3.22 .49 6.57 .001 .26
Success .25 .07 .37 3.54 .001
Models .21 .08 .26 2.52 .014
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Table A2
Summary o f Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efficacy for Education
Domain Goals
Groun Variable B SEB P t E
Asian (Constant) 1.89 .76 2.49 .015 .27
Success .29 .09 .35 3.35 .001
Believe .31 .13 .24 2.32 .023
Black (Constant) 1.47 1.03 1.43 .158 .24
Success .40 .10 .41 3.91 .001
GSE .01 .01 .23 2.26 .027
Latino (Constant) 1.59 .93 1.70 .093 .24
Success .32 .08 .37 3.86 .001
GSE .02 .01 .28 2.87 .005
White (Constant) 1.23 .60 2.06 .042 .40
Success .53 .08 .56 7.00 .001
Models .23 .08 .23 2.82 .006
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Table A3
Summary o f Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efficacv for Family Domain
Goals
Groun Variable B SEB P t E
Asian (Constant) .62 .55 1.11 .269 .50
Success .44 .10 .44 4.46 .001
Believe .28 .11 .25 2.62 .011
Models .17 .08 .19 2.23 .028
Black (Constant) 4.10 .47 8.77 .001 .15
Success .31 .09 .38 3.29 .002
Latino (Constant) .36 1.03 .35 .730 .36
Success .27 .09 .33 3.11 .003
Believe .26 .10 .27 2.55 .013
GSE .02 .01 .21 2.14 .036
White (Constant) 1.38 .48 2.90 .005 .48
Success .43 .08 .48 5.31 .001
Believe .31 .10 .30 3.31 .001
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Table A4
Summary o f Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efficacv for Financial
Domain Goals
Groun Variable B SEB P t E
Asian (Constant) 2.51 .66 3.79 .001 .23
Believe .29 .11 .31 2.68 .009
Encourage .24 .10 .27 2.34 .022
Black (Constant) 1.74 .80 2.17 .034 .38
Success .28 .07 .44 4.17 .001
GSE .02 .01 .39 3.68 .001
Latino (Constant) 2.03 .99 2.06 .043 .22
Success .19 .08 .29 2.48 .016
GSE .02 .01 .31 2.66 .010
White (Constant) 1.26 .99 1.27 .207 .29
Success .32 .08 .41 4.27 .001
GSE .02 .01 .25 2.68 .009
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Table AS
Summary o f Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efRcacv for Political
Domain Goals
Group Variable B SEB P t E E‘
Asian (Constant) .73 .71 1.03 .311 .42
Believe .43 .13 .44 3.38 .002
Encourage .38 .15 .32 2.47 .017
Black (Constant) 2.03 .52 3.93 .001 .51
Encourage .26 .11 .28 2.38 .021
Success .39 .09 .53 4.50 .001
Latino (Constant) 1.85 .54 3.45 .001 .38
Encourage -.06 .03 -.21 -2.01 .049
Success .39 .10 .42 3.84 .001
Models .32 .11 .32 2.96 .004
White (Constant) -1.72 1.05 -1.65 .104 .51
Encourage .25 .11 .19 2.32 .023
Success .43 .08 .51 5.73 .001
GSE .02 .01 .27 3.03 .003
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Table A6
Summary o f Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efficacv for Religious
Domain Goals
Groun Variable B SEB P t E
Asian (Constant) 2.45 .62 3.95 .001 .45
Success .40 .08 .49 4.76 .001
Believe .41 .13 .42 3.20 .002
Encourage -.26 .12 -.27 -2.13 .037
Black (Constant) 2.12 .64 3.33 .002 .40
Success .20 .09 .27 2.32 .024
Believe .45 .12 .45 3.85 .001
Latino (Constant) 1.45 .60 2.43 .018 .42
Success .39 .09 .45 4.18 .001
Believe .33 .11 .33 3.04 .003
White (Constant) .79 .49 1.61 .111 .52
Success .40 .08 .45 5.34 .001
Believe .44 .09 .41 4.78 .001
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Table A7
Summary o f  Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efficacv for Romantic
Domain Goals
Groun Variable B SEB P t E E "
Asian (Constant) 1.12 .51 2.19 .031 .44
Believe .49 .10 .47 5.08 .001
Success .27 .08 .31 3.38 .001
Black (Constant) 4.15 .28 14.76 .001 .31
Success .32 .06 .55 5.42 .001
Latino (Constant) 2.36 .70 3.39 .001 .25
Believe .30 .14 .25 2.14 .036
Success .30 .10 .35 2.98 .004
White (Constant) .99 1.12 .88 .382 .33
Success .42 .07 .51 5.77 .001
GSE .02 .01 .19 2.14 .035
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Table A8
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Self-efficacv for Social Domain
Goals
Groun Variable B s e b P t E
Asian (Constant) -1.14 .90 -1.27 .208 .51
Success .50 .08 .51 6.11 .001
Believe .37 .10 .30 3.56 .001
GSE .01 .01 .17 2.05 .044
Black (Constant) .20 .73 .28 .780 .51
Success .44 .10 .46 4.32 .001
Believe .26 .13 .23 2.06 .044
Encourage .27 .12 .21 2.31 .024
Latino (Constant) 2.26 .41 .68 5.52 .001 .46
Success .61 .08 8.04 .001
White (Constant) -.31 1.15 -.27 .787 .28
Success .32 .09 .34 3.54 .001
Believe .25 .12 .20 2.06 .042
GSE .02 .01 .21 2.38 .019
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